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ABSTRACT 
Far from being safe "ivory towers", recent evidence (mainly from the USA) suggests 
that there is a high level of crime experienced by students on university campuses. 
This research comprises a victim survey of all full-time second year students at 
Loughborough University. Using a questionnaire based closely on that used by the 
British Crime Survey (BCS), phase I of the survey took place between January and 
March 1994 and recorded crimes which had occurred during the previous 13 month 
period. A total of 1735 questionnaires were distributed during lectures and 1239 were 
returned giving a response rate of71.4%. Phase 2 of the survey took place in May and 
June 1994 and consisted of follow-up interviews with a sample of respondents who 
had indicated in phase 1 that they had suffered some form of crime victimisation. In 
all 79 victims were interviewed, representing approximately 12% ofthe victim 
population. 
In addition to obtaining data on the nature and scale of crime victimisation, the 
research also obtained information about patterns of drug use, fear of crime, repeat 
(multiple) victimisation, crime reporting, satisfaction with police service and racially 
and sexually motivated crimes, as well as comparing the results with that for similar 
(non-student) age groups. 
The results showed a victimisation rate in excess of 56%, confirming the earlier USA-
based studies. The prevalence rate for males and females was very similar. The most 
common form of crime victimisation, both on and off campus was assault, followed 
closely by burglary. Multiple victimisation data also confirmed earlier research and 
showed that a very small proportion of victims (in this case 4%) suffered a 
disproportionately high rate of victimisation (nearly 18% of all incidents). A 
substantial amount of under-reporting of crime was also noted, with only 39.4% of 
victims reporting their incident(s). 
Key words: victim surveys; student victimisation; campus crime; crime prevention; 
multiple victimisation; crime reporting; drug use; fear of crime. 
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STUDENTS' EXPERIENCES of CRIME at LOUGHBOROUGH UNIVERSITY 
1. INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Preamble 
The aim of this research is to determine the nature and scale of crime victimisation 
amongst students studying at Loughborough University. The research focuses on 
students as crime victims but acknowledges that there are other issues related to 
University environments, such as crimes against the University itself and it's staff, 
crimes committed by students in neighbouring areas, as well as policing and security 
matters. Students may also commit crimes against other students and hence may be 
the offender, or both victim and perpetrator. Evidence suggests (see Fisher et al1998) 
that as much as 80% of the crime against students is committed by fellow students. 
This poses a problem for the research as the degree to which a student may also have 
been involved in the commission of an offence may skew answers to a questionnaire 
about victimisation. 
The fundamental research questions are: (1) what is the nature and scale of crime 
experienced by students at Loughborough University, and (2) do any patterns exist 
that can be clearly identified (and by implication, rectified). Such information would 
provide a useful backdrop for intervention by the University Authorities, perhaps in 
conjunction with the Student Union and the Police, as appropriate. This emphasis on 
identifying crime patterns and crime/risk prevention is the focus of the research as it 
offers a product which can be used as a working tool to reduce future risks, and hence 
guides the structure of the research and subsequent analysis. In particular, the research 
seeks to determine the levels of different types of crime that students may be 
experiencing, and in so doing will also acknowledge that certain types of crime (e.g. 
drug offences) are "victimless". It also addresses issues of "communities" which are 
not covered in standard British Crime Surveys, and whilst it notes that there is a 
campus security system, it is not concerned with evaluating this, but rather why 
people report crimes in a situation where there are a large number of young people at 
risk. It examines victimisation rates for specific types of crime, and the location 
where these occur. In addition the research tackles the sensitive issue of drug use, 
identifying the types of drugs used, patterns of usage and whether this bothers other 
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(non-drug using) students. It also looks at the fear of crime, particularly in relation to 
places that are visited or avoided as well as the selection of travelling companions. 
Under or non-reporting of crime is also reviewed with particular reference to the 
victim's contribution to the incident, perceptions of seriousness and insurance aspects. 
The research also seeks to determine whether students are responsible for a large 
proportion of crimes against other students (see claims by Brantingharn and 
Brantingharn 1995), and also the degree to which alcohol played a part in the 
commission of the offence (see findings from Fernandez & Lizotte 1995). Finally, the 
research canvasses the views of students on the effectiveness of crime prevention 
measures and identifies changes that they would like to see implemented. 
The objective is therefore one of finding out; an analysis to uncover the underlying 
crime trends and in several specific areas conducting an in-depth investigation to 
discover hitherto unknown facts about campus crime. 
The researcher is a course tutor in the Centre for Hazard & Risk Management at 
Loughborough University1 and was closely involved with the Postgraduate Security 
Management and Investigatory Management programmes. In addition he is a member 
(and former Chairman) of Loughborough Crime Prevention panel and was also a 
consultant to a number of Local Authorities2 on Town Centre Closed Circuit Television 
projects and related crime prevention initiatives. With this background the researcher 
had a keen interest in crime data and crime reduction strategies. It was also apparent that 
in many instances the true level of crime and losses were not known- and this applied 
both to businesses and to the wider community. In developing educational programmes 
and short courses within the University the researcher's focus had been on managing the 
crime risk, firstly by identification of the true nature and scale of crime and associated 
losses and then by the introduction of loss prevention strategies which in turn were 
evaluated and refined. 
In 1994 in discussions with Professor Ken Pease at Manchester University it was learned 
that a crime survey was being undertaken at Manchester University to measure the 
1 The researcher left Loughborough University in 1998 to return to industry 
2 Including Charnwood Borough Council, Dartford District Council, Cotswold District Council, 
Hinckley & Bosworth District Council, Forest of Dean District Council. 
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extent of criminal victimisation amongst students, to gain information about the types of 
crime and the circumstances which aided the commission of the offence, and by 
inference be able to suggest some preventative strategies. Considered further it was felt 
that it would be useful to conduct a similar study at Loughborough University to enable 
the results from Loughborough, a campus-based university in a small market town to be 
compared with that of an urban university in a densely populated city such a Manchester. 
Intuitively it was expected that each would suffer different types of crime problem and a 
comparison would be able to yield useful data to generate crime prevention initiatives. It 
was therefore agreed to implement a similar study at Loughborough and to use a similar 
questionnaire as that already being used at Manchester in order to make as far as 
possible a direct comparison of the results. It was recognised that some additional 
questions may be necessary based on requests from University Management and the 
Student Union. 
However, although an aim of the research was to compare the Loughborough data 
with that from a similar survey conducted at Manchester University, this objective 
failed as during this project Manchester University authorities embargoed the results 
from their survey. In informal discussions with Professor Pease it was learned that a 
high proportion of Manchester students suffered crime victimisation whilst off-
campus. However, he was not at liberty to discuss the results in detail and seemed to 
be frustrated by the University Management's stance. Such action is an example of 
the "Wall of Silence" strategy, as discussed by Fisher and Sloan (1995), and it is 
disappointing to learn that such practices are still continuing 
Loughborough University maintains its own security service and the manager (Mr 
Trevor Jones) was contacted to advise him that it was intended to undertake such a 
survey and to seek his co-operation in providing access to crime reports and crime 
statistics. Mr. Jones advised that a Masters Student in the Criminology Department had 
already contacted him and was proposing to conduct his own study in Spring/Summer of 
1994. As it was possible that this student may be attempting to survey the same target 
group as that proposed for this study, and hence risk contaminating the results, it was felt 
appropriate to contact this student, ascertain his proposed survey design and assist if 
possible to help with his questionnaire and at the same time attempt to minimise the 
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possible impact that his study might have on the survey to be carried out as part of this 
research. 
Subsequently it was learned that the student was intending to survey final year students 
and hence who would not be at the University the following academic year when it was 
intended to commence this research. Help was given in structuring the student's 
questionnaire and the results were subsequently submitted in September 1994 as part of 
the requirements for a MSc in Criminology (Ong 1994). 
1.2 The Loughborough University Student Crime Survey 
Loughborough University comprises a 216 acre campus and is situated on the western 
edge of the town but is only 1 mile from the town centre. The university has around 
25 departments grouped in to three faculties (Social Sciences and Humanities, 
Engineering and Science) and staff and students together comprise a community of 
over 13,000. There are nearly 8000 undergraduates and 70% of the student population 
live on or near the campus3• To the north the campus boundary comprises Ashby 
Road. This is the main artery to Junction 23 of the nearby Ml motorway. This is a 
busy link road from Loughborough to the M1 and it separates the university campus 
from the Ashby Road housing estate. This is a council estate, which from knowledge 
gained on the Crime Prevention Panel, is known to suffer a high crime rate relative to 
other parts of Loughborough. The main crimes are property and vehicle related 
crimes. Groups of youths are frequently seen loitering in the area and there is 
evidence of spray paint activity and other signs of vandalism. To the west there is a 
short boundary with the Science Park and a rural outlook. To the south the campus is 
bounded by Hill Drive, Holywell Drive, Fairmont Drive and Forest Road. Each of 
these also provide the boundary between the university and residential housing. The 
housing is typically of middle income owner-occupier appearance with a sprinkling of 
some larger properties to be found. These areas represent the relatively affiuent areas 
of Loughborough and are seen as desirable residential areas with a crime rate typical 
of that for such areas and well below that of the aforementioned housing estate. 
Property crimes (residential burglary) and vehicle related crime are again the major 
crime type4• To the east the campus is bounded by Epinal Way. This is the ring road 
3 Source: University Housing Officer. 
4 Crime information gained whilst member of Loughborough Crime Prevention Panel. 
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across which is a mixture of residential and educational establishments. Crossing 
Epinal Way and then travelling down Ashby Road is the route to/from the town 
centre and is the route used by students walking in to the town. Of the 16 Halls of 
residence, 11 are located within the campus boundary (see campus guide at appendix 
1). 
Students therefore find themselves living in a comparatively high density environment to 
which there is relatively free access to fellow students, university staff and the general 
public. The level of student crime victimisation is considered to be important as students 
comprise a concentration of (mainly) middle class young people away from their home 
environment and for many it is their first experience of living on their own for an 
extended period. Away from their familiar surroundings and support networks they may 
well be unsure of how to cope when they become a crime victim and this uncertainty and 
related stress may have a detrimental effect on their studies. At the very least it may 
force them to adopt changes in their lifestyle to reduce the perceived risk of becoming a 
victim and this in itself may result in the experience of studying at university being less 
rewarding than it should otherwise be. 
Although it might seem that because students live in a relatively closed community, 
perhaps with some shared values and experiences and with on-campus security, they 
may comprise a relatively less vulnerable group, in fact "Students are young and 
naive; as a result they make easy victims" (Femandez & Lizotte 1995:80), and the 
perceived risk of crime is a growing concern for students, parents and college 
administrators (Fisher & Sloan 1995). Without detailed knowledge of the extent of 
crime victimisation the university authorities and police are less able to devise 
preventive strategies. As much crime goes unreported the hidden level of 
victimisation is also significant, as is the reason(s) for the under-reporting of crime. 
The British Crime Survey (HMSO 1993) has also shown that students fall into a 
particularly vulnerable age group. Further, when the university implements new 
security and crime prevention measures it needs a baseline against which to measure 
the effectiveness of any new initiatives. The nature and prevalence of crime and fear 
of crime needs to be understood before any programme or crime prevention measure 
can be devised and implemented and thus multiple data sources are required; not just 
the official statistics (Fisher & Sloan 1995). 
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There is also a substantial body of evidence ( Farrell & Pease 1993} which shows, that 
for some types of crime, being a victim heightens the likelihood of further victimisation. 
It is also conceivable that some aspects of the situation promote the re-occurrence of 
certain types of offences which may impact on a particular individual who for a variety 
of reasons is unable to take any crime prevention precautions. Thus the university 
authorities clearly need to know whether crime is spread fairly uniformly across the 
student population or whether just a few students suffer the bulk of the crime and 
whether repeat victimisation, if it occurs, is amenable to control by interventionist 
measures. This spread of crime is measured by the repeat victimisation data provided 
and the related analysis which is discussed in detail in chapter 4.3. 
Further, students themselves form a part of the wider general population and as such 
they will be experiencing crime off campus and also in their home areas whilst on 
vacation. National crime surveys such as the British Crime Survey (B.C.S.) give 
indications of the levels of crime experienced by population age groups into which the 
typical student falls but it may be that being a student per se varies the level of 
victimisation when this is compared with the wider population. 
1.3 Loughborough University Official Crime Data 
The University publishes official figures on reported crime by way of Crime Reports. 
These reports are produced by the Security Department and contain figures of crimes 
that are reported to the Security Department, such reports usually being made by the 
victim. The Security Department also has a working relationship with Loughborough 
Police which allows it to periodically visit the Police station to identify crimes against 
students which have been reported to the police but not to the Security Department. 
By so doing there is confidence that the Security Department's figures accurately 
reflect crimes reported to the "authorities", but they will not include those crimes that 
are only reported to "authority figures", such as Hall Wardens, staff members or 
parents. They will also not include crimes that are reported elsewhere, e.g. to the 
police at the student's home town. Clearly they will also not include any crimes that 
go unreported, and research discussed later will show that this is the case for a large 
proportion of many types of crime. 
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Prior to 1995 the figures were reported in a fairly generalised way. Data for 1990 to 
1994 is shown below5• These include crimes reported at the Student Union building: 
Table 1 
University Crime Data 1990- 1994 
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 
Arson (Included in "Damage") 
Assault 3 6 3 11 7 
Damage 26 19 19 19 27 
Burglary (Included in "Theft") 
Theft 168 195 189 179 176 
Theft (bicycle) 116 155 156 83 103 
Theft from bicycle (Included in "Theft") 
Damage to bicycle (Included in "Damage") 
Theft of vehicle 54 52 29 28 42 
Theft from vehicle 44 61 41 50 36 
Damage to vehicle 106 83 90 93 70 
TOTAL 517 571 527 463 461 
It can be seen that these figures make interpretation difficult. For example, burglary 
and theft from bicycle are included in the general heading of "Theft" and arson and 
damage to a bicycle are included in "Damage". For damage to vehicle it is not known 
whether this was damage to the locks as a precursor to theft, and if the vehicle was 
stolen there is no way of knowing if the vehicle was subsequently recovered. With 
regard to Theft some attempt was made to differentiate between personal and 
departmental property and the LUT (Loughborough University ofTechno1ogy) Crime 
report No.6 provides the following data: 
5 University crime data obtained from meeting with Security Staff on 19 December 1997 
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Personal property 
Departmental property 
1990 1991 
124 126 
44 69 
1992 1993 
128 108 
61 71 
But even with this breakdown, it is still not possible to identify what was stolen, the 
value, if it was insured and whether it was recovered. Vehicle theft figures include 
Student Union and some off-campus thefts and in general criminal damage to Halls 
and Departments is not recorded. 
From 1995, at the same time that this research began, the University Security 
Department started to record crime information in a more detailed manner. Burglary, 
arson, theft from bicycle and damage to bicycle were reported separately and in 
addition, more detailed analysis was performed to show, for example, crimes by 
month and crime by area. Analysis was also carried out to show crimes per full time 
student (see appendix 2). 
Shortcomings with official data are discussed later but it is the desire to get below this 
broad aggregation of statistics which is the driving force behind crime surveys. Crime 
data recovered from this research will not only inevitably differ from the University's 
official statistics but will also offer an insight into the circumstances which led to the 
commission of the offence, details of the victim and property stolen and/or injuries, 
and whether the property was recovered. Further, it will provide an opportunity to 
measure the perceived likelihood of victimisation and fear of crime, and also attitudes 
towards crime prevention measures and initiatives. It can also record the victim's 
level of satisfaction with the authorities to whom "their" crime was reported. This 
information could then form the basis for further crime prevention measures to be 
implemented by the University authorities. It may also indicate what is working, and 
what isn't, and suggest ways for modifying existing procedures. 
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Chapter2 
2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction to the Literature Review 
The research for this thesis aimed specifically at the personal experiences that 
students had of crime whilst studying at Loughborough University. The empirical data 
was collected in the period January to June of 1995 and was obtained by a 
combination of a large scale (all second year students) questionnaire survey and 
follow-up interviews with a small group of respondents. 
Therefore the literature relevant to this study comprises that which relates to crime 
surveys generally as well as that specific to surveys of university students. Buried 
within the general aim (see Chapter 3) of obtaining data on student crime 
victimisation are the additional sub-aims of identifying the nature and scale of repeat 
(multiple) victimisation; fear of crime and the extent of non or under-reporting crime 
and the reasons associated with it. Literature and other research relevant to these sub-
aims as therefore also been reviewed. However, it should be noted that there has been 
little previous research on the topic of students as victims of crime, and what has 
taken place has mainly been overseas. The overseas studies have typically comprised 
of crime surveys across a whole campus, thus including staff and visitors (but 
excluding crimes occurring off-campus), and also criminal damage to university 
premises (Powell 1994}, or else have focused on a particular type of crime, e.g. sexual 
assault (Ottens and Hotelling, 2000; Palmer 1993) or violent crime (Whittaker, 1994). 
Others, such as Campbell and Bryceland (1998) (included in this review), focus on 
reported crime and campus policing. Fisher (et a/1998) comments that the few 
studies that have been published rely heavily on anecdotal evidence, on case studies 
or on official statistics, and concludes (1998:673) that "these studies typically provide 
little insight into the patterns of student victimisation ... " Consequently there is little 
literature relating to student crime surveys per se. 
Crime surveys such as this Loughborough study fall within the positivist school of 
criminology. This school focuses on the underlying causes of criminal behaviour and 
sees crime as being more or less determined within the individual or his or her external 
enviromnent. In searching for the causes of criminality the positivists have adopted the 
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'scientific method' and have embraced the techniques of the physical and natural 
scientists (Curran & Renzetti 1994). However, as will be shown later, sampling error and 
undercounting of crime is problematic for a purely scientific approach. The demand for 
empirical analysis means an emphasis on and commitment to measurement, and positive 
criminologists have followed the same path as the physical sciences in trying to establish 
"law like generalities" (Taylor, Walton & Young 1973 :ii). Jupp (1989) comments that 
positivism places scientific thinking and empirical investigation at the core of 
criminology and that the emphasis on empirical studies has had a significant impact on 
the development of the techniques and strategies used in social research, especially those 
methods used for the collection of quantitative data. Positivism therefore assumes that 
· crime can be quantified using a set of measurement tools. Jupp explains that even though 
the basic positivist assumptions remain unshaken, the recognition that there is a need to 
be realistic about the reliability and validity of statistics leads to the emergence of what 
he describes as the ''positive realist" (Jupp 1989:91) position on official data. As will be 
seen from the Literature Review that follows, victimisation surveys are fairly useful tools 
for measuring some crimes; but less so for others. 
Turning to official data, the British Crime Survey (BCS) shows that 67% ofBCS 
offences (i.e. those covered by the survey) are still not reported to the police (Mayhew et 
a/1993), which makes measuring difficult. Whilst acknowledging that crime surveys 
suffer from the following errors and do not therefore give the ''true" level of crime: 
• difficulty in ensuring that the samples are representative 
• respondents may have forgotten the incident 
• respondents may be reluctant to reveal the incident 
• respondents might not realise that the incident is relevant to the survey, 
Mayhew et a! (1993) still claim that: 
"for some offence categories ... .it provides a better guide to the extent of crime 
and to trends than recorded crime figures" (1993:vii). 
Discovery by a survey of a high crime rate may be used as a social indicator to equate to 
a decline in the underlying quality oflife (Sparks et a/1977), or indeed by extension it is 
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possible to use crime victimisation data as a factor in weighing the decision to apply for 
entry to a particular University. 
Information about the nature and scale of criminal activity can be obtained from three 
mam sources: 
• Police (and other official) statistics 
• large scale national surveys, such as the BCS 
• small scale surveys which tend to be carried out by academics or other 
researchers ( Ong 1994) 
Using published official statistics does not give an accurate indication of either the 
quantity or seriousness of crimes that are taking place. For a number of reasons 
(discussed elsewhere) crimes might not be reported to the police and even if reported 
they might not actually be recorded as crimes by the police. As will be shown later, it is 
not just minor crimes that go unreported. The BCS also demonstrates (Mayhew et a! 
1993) that not only are police statistics an unreliable guide to the extent of crime, they 
are also unreliable in demonstrating crime trends. 
Even when crimes are reported to police, the exercise of discretion both by the Police 
and the Crown Prosecution Service can lead to a significant impact on the official crime 
statistics. The police might not always accept what victims tell them, they may question 
the victim's interpretation of events or the incident may be considered too trivial to 
warrant a crime report being issued (Mayhew et a/1994). They may also 'no crime6' it 
or they may not record it because of compliance with the victim's wish not to proceed 
(Mirrlees-Black et a/1996). Similarly, The Crown Prosecutions Service (1994) 
publishes a guideline Code of Practice for Prosecutors which provides for significant 
discretion in terms of the Evidential Test and the Public Interest. In some instances an 
offender may be cautioned by the Police instead of being prosecuted before the Courts. 
At present there is no legal obligation for Higher Educational Institutions (HEis) in the 
UK to produce yearly crime and incident figures. An attempt to do so would possibly 
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lead to considerable objection from HEI management because of fears of bad publicity 
(Campbell & Bryceland 1998). One exception however is the University ofBirmingham 
whose Security Department produces an annual report which is available on requese. 
Campbell & Bryceland's (1998) study shows that HEis and police forces do not 
accurately report crime data specific to HEis in a manner which allows for easy retrieval 
and analysis. What analysis does show is that there is low incidence of crimes of 
violence and indecency, perhaps because such crimes are "swept under the carpet" 
(Campbell & Bryceland 1998: 17) by the HEI concerned. However, their research also 
shows that the police record 31% fewer campus-related crimes than the HEis. According 
to Camp bell & Bryceland ''these results show quite categorically that there is a lack of 
communication between both parties and each is failing to advise the other of reported 
incidents" (1998:19). Recorded crime can also differ significantly from that revealed by 
victim surveys. 
2.1 Crime surveys 
As the Loughborough study is clearly part of a well established strategy of using 
victim surveys to obtain data, it is therefore appropriate to commence with a review of 
literature dealing with that topic, if possible identifYing specific aspects of the studies 
which can be linked to the aims and/or findings of the Loughborough survey. 
The British Crime Survey (1983) by M. Hough and P. Mayhew reports the findings 
from the first national (England & Wales) survey of crimes as reported by victims. It 
explains the shortcomings of official statistics and how apparent changes in crime 
rates might in fact be illusory. The study describes how the development of sample 
surveys of victimisation can now be used to test official statistics by providing "a 
measure of victimisation much more direct than the statistics recorded by the 
police"(1983: 1 ). 
The authors describe how in the past a number of statistics have be used to serve as 
indicators of crime and how in 1778 Jeremy Bentham stressed the need to gather court 
records centrally to measure what was described as the "moral health of the 
'In cases where the crime occurred outside the police jurisdiction it can be 'no-crimed' although it 
should be referred to the relevant force. 
7 Indicating of course that its existence has to be known in the frrst place 
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country"(1983:1). They then go on to describe the other statistics that have been used 
in the past, such as Criminal Statistics which combine police and court data, and they 
comment how the year-on-year growth of crimes recorded by the police make 
"gloomy reading"(1983:2). 
They explain, however, that such growth cannot be reliably used to indicate the real 
level of crime nor the rate of increase and they show the many ways in which crimes 
may fail to come to the notice of the police, or be classified or counted differently, 
and comment that " ... .it is still likely that informal practices and procedures will vary 
from place to place and at different times" (1983:2). 
As they discuss, during periods of stability (e.g. 1st half of the 20th Century) 
deficiencies in crime statistics are not so important, but once crime rates start to 
increase rapidly, as they have done since world War II, then the differences become 
very significant and it is this in turn which has led to the development of crime 
surveys. They report on the first national crime survey which was carried out in the 
USA in 1972 and subsequent national surveys in Australia, Canada, Israel, the 
Netherlands and Sweden. Discussing the British General Household Surveys in 1972, 
1973, 1979 and 1980, which contained questions about burglary they confirm that no 
extensive British survey was carried out until1982, which is the topic of this report. 
In reviewing many large and small-scale surveys they conclude that "crime surveys 
have invariably shown that there are a great many unrecorded crimes" (1983:3). 
Although explaining the deficiencies of official statistics, the authors are quick to 
point out that crime surveys themselves also have a number of flaws and their 
appendix B provides detailed explanation of sampling and non-sampling errors8• 
They also explain the problems of counting crimes against organisations as well as so 
called ''victimless crimes" such as drug abuse. The authors also reveal how better 
educated respondents seem more able to recall events at interview and how middle-
class respondents seem more likely to classify certain types of incidents as assault. 
(This clearly has implications for the Loughborough study where the survey group is 
8 Sampling error is where the sample fails to reflect the population as a whole, and non-sampling error 
is where respondents fail to provide accurate information, e.g. they may fail to recall events. 
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both well educated and with a relatively high proportion from middle-class 
backgrounds). They also point out the problem of defining whether or not an incident 
is actually a crime, so questionnaires need to be carefully worded. 
This (the first) British Crime Survey (BCS) was carried out in the first 3 months of 
1982 (a similar time span in 1995 was used in the Loughborough study) and one 
person aged I 6 years or over was interviewed in approximately 11,000 households in 
England and Wales. Respondents were selected using the electoral register, which 
immediately indicates that those under 18 and students in temporary accommodation 
will have a higher chance of being excluded. A detailed description of the survey 
methodology is provided by the authors in an appendix. The questionnaire used firstly 
identified whether or not the respondent or members of their household had been 
victims of crime, and crimes were separated into personal offences (e.g. robbery, 
assault and theft from the person) and household offences (e.g. car theft and burglary). 
Next, those who were identified as victims were given a special form to extract details 
of"their" offence (the Loughborough study obtained this information in Phase2- the 
follow-up interviews) and finally 40% of those who completed the victim form were 
given an additional questionnaire to obtain information about the victim's lifestyles as 
well as their opinions about contacts with police and also thefr fear of crime (both of 
these latter topics are also examined in the Loughborough survey). 
The authors then present their findings and break the results down into specific areas 
such as: the extent of crime, (including the 'dark figure' 9) and reasons for non-. 
reporting; the nature of victimisation and victims' experiences; fear of crime and 
finally experiences and expectations of the criminal justice system. 
The survey indicated that in 1981 there were approximately 6 million incidents of 
theft, 2.5 million of vandalism (including criminal damage}, a half million involving 
some kind of violence (including wounding, sexual offences and robbery) and a 
further 1.5 million incidents of common assault. Theft of milk from the doorstep was 
one of the most common incidents. There was also an inverse relationship between 
9 The 'dark figure' commonly refers to the proportion of crimes which are unreported and nnknown. 
Prins (1982) uses an iceberg analogy, with unreported crime floating below the surface. Thus an 
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the severity of the incident and the frequency. Motor vehicles were the most common 
targets of crime accounting for approximately a third of all property offences. 
The authors then show the level of unreported crime for different offence types, 
showing a high reporting rate for the theft of vehicle down to very low rates for 
vandalism and theft from the person. Overall the rates suggest that only one in four 
crimes are reported but the authors caution against saying that there is four times as 
much crime as figures suggest by explaining that they had picked up a large 
proportion of minor incidents which were generally less serious than those normally 
recorded by the police. On the other hand, they acknowledge that their survey is likely 
to undercount crime due to respondents' failure to recall events or because of a 
reluctance to admit some incidents. However, of most significance is the fact that the 
'dark figure' ratio varies by offence type. They also compare the 4:1 ratio with that of 
11:1 obtained by Sparks et. a! (1976) in a survey of London, and they claim that the 
difference is less due to the difference in locations and is more due to the inclusion by 
Sparks of Miscellaneous Theft (e.g. shoplifting and employee theft). However they do 
not examine the possibility that the 'London effect' may reflect the views of jaded 
Londoners who suffer high crime rates and who may well have experienced 
dissatisfaction in their earlier contacts with the police. 
In fact the BCS also recorded the amount of crime that was reported to the police and 
showed different levels of reporting for different crimes. Most often reported were 
motor vehicle thefts followed by burglary and theft of bicycle (presumably the 
insurance influence) and at the lower end were vandalism and theft in a dwelling (the 
latter having implications for the Loughborough study where students live in Halls of 
Residence or share student housing). In addition, the BCS also shed light on reasons 
why people do not report crime, showing that the most commonly cited reason was 
that the incident was considered to be too trivial. As with the non-reporting data, these 
findings are also later compared elsewhere with the Loughborough study. Of 
significance for the Loughborough survey is that the authors identified that people in 
non-manual occupations (e.g. students) seemed to be more likely to report some types 
of incidents, e.g. assaults and burglaries. 
increase in known crime might just reflect an increase in reporting, rather than an increase in crime per 
se. In effect, the iceberg would just be floating more highly in the water. 
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In discussing the 'dark figure' of crime the authors conclude that "the most important 
implication of the 'dark figure' is that it demonstrates the scope for error when relying 
exclusively on statistics of recorded offences as an index of the volume and nature of 
crime" (1983:13). 
The authors also discuss who is at risk from crime and the likelihood of experiencing 
certain types of offences. In so doing they raise the issue of a few people experiencing 
a large proportion of crime- the 'multiple victimisation' phenomena which is 
discussed elsewhere in this literature review and analysed in-depth in the 
Loughborough survey. The BCS showed that men are more likely to suffer a robbery 
and that this is likely to be at night in a city, whereas women are more likely to be 
victims of theft from the person (e.g. theft of purse from a shopping bag) with the 
incident taking place in daylight, but still in city areas. Data is also provided on 
burglaries, thefts of and from vehicles, vandalism, assault and what is termed 
'offences against women' -indecent assault and rape. 
The BCS report also reviews findings about fear of crime, on which the authors 
comment " .... it is being said that fear of crime in Britain is becoming as great a 
problem as crime itself' (1983:22). As fear of crime forms a substantial part of the 
Loughborough survey, this literature review devotes some time to this topic. 
Hough and Mayhew comment on the impact of the fear of crime, describing how it 
reduces the quality of life and perhaps even contributes to crime by emptying the 
cities at night, although they do not elaborate on this latter point. They confirm that 
prior to this BCS there had been little statistical information on the prevalence of 
crime - something that the Loughborough survey seeks to overcome. The authors 
describe the conceptual ambiguities in the term 'fear of crime' and how it should be 
distinguished from 'concern about crime'. 
In measuring the fear of crime all respondents were asked how safe they felt when 
walking alone after dark in their neighbourhood. The authors state that this has been 
used extensively in American and Canadian surveys and is believed to be an accurate 
indicator offear of violent crime in public places. Sparks et al (1977) also argues that 
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asking questions about whether it is safe to go out at night gives an indication of an 
assessment of personal risk and hence a measure of personal fear of crime. As a 
result, this question is included in the Loughborough study. 
The authors identified that those feeling least safe were women, the elderly and those 
living in inner cities and findings from the BCS are compared elsewhere with those 
from Loughborough. It was noted that those in non-manual occupations were 
generally less fearful than those in manual jobs. The survey also identified changes in 
behaviour, such as not going out alone at night, and these types of avoidance action 
are also recorded in the Loughborough study. General anxieties about fear of crime 
were also measured and whilst women emerged as the group worrying the most, 
across the board 40% of respondents did not worry at all about crime. The authors 
then determine the type of crime causing the most anxiety, showing burglary to be the 
highest and vehicle theft the lowest. Different groups of people were shown to worry 
about different types of crime, with younger women (e.g. students) being anxious 
about sexual assault. By measuring the extent to which people fall victims to certain 
types of crimes, the data showed that " ... those who felt most unsafe were least often 
victims'"'(1983 :25) and the authors then discuss some caveats to these finding, such 
as those who are the most fearful may take avoidance action by not going out at night 
which in turn limits the possibility of them becoming victims. 
In discussing the impact of the fear of crime the authors explain how the experience 
of victimisation can have a different effect on different people, and how the media 
and friends' experiences also shape and contribute to perceptions of risk. Similarly, 
crime prevention campaigns can contribute to a heightened perception of risk- an 
important factor to be considered by university authorities. 
The BCS continues with an analysis of respondents' experiences and expectations of 
the criminal justice system, providing insight into attitudes to punishment and 
victims' experiences of the police. It was noted that younger people (e.g. students) 
expressed more dissatisfaction with the police. 
In summary, the authors conclude that this first BCS " ... provided unique information 
about the impact of crime on victims, people's fear of crime, their experiences of the 
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police ... " (1983:32) and that the real value will be seen in repeat surveys which can 
measure the trends. 
Picking up on this last point from Hough and Mayhew it is appropriate to review The 
1988 British Crime Survey (1989) by P.Mayhew, D. Elliot and L.Dowds which 
presents the main findings from the third BCS which took place in 1988 (the second 
BCS was in 1984). 
The survey covered a cross-section of people aged 16 or over "living in private 
households whose address appear in the electoral register" (1989: 10, emphasis 
added) - thus by definition excluding students living in campus-based 
accommodation. 
Like Hough and Mayhew (1983) this report commences with an introduction to the 
history of crime surveys, both overseas and in the UK. It confirms that crime surveys 
have revealed that a great many crimes go unreported by the police and that it is these 
that contribute to the 'dark figure' of crime. It acknowledges that this 'dark figure' 
varies by crime type, but then links non-reporting to perceptions of seriousness, 
ignoring any other causal factors such as the need to report for insurance purposes. 
The authors discuss how recorded crime statistics are an unreliable guide to the true 
nature and extent of crime and how police recording practices or changing public 
propensity to report can influence the statistics. 
The authors discuss the crimes counted by the BCS and the degree of accuracy of the 
results. They explain that it includes some minor offences (e.g. common assault and 
threats) which are not counted as 'notifiable offences' by the police and the Home 
Office. As explained by Hough and Mayhew (1983) earlier, it also does not include 
victimless crime or commercial robbery and burglary. They also discuss the issues 
surrounding the definition of 'crime' and explain that the BCS takes evidence at face 
value and does not apply any element of severity, and in so doing does not attempt to 
determine whether the layman would actually see all incidents as crimes, or whether 
punishing the offender would be worthwhile. The different methods used by the 
police to define crime are then reviewed and discussed. 
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Acknowledging that the BCS may over-count crime compared with police statistics, 
the authors explain that a good deal of under-counting may also occur due to the 
survey process. Discussing the sampling methodology they comment that groups 
under-represented on voting registers (e.g. ethnic minorities, the young and the less 
socialJy stable) may be more prone to victimisation, thereby implicitly confirming that 
university students (the young) and those in institutions (e.g. Campus HalJs of 
residence) are not counted by the BCS. They reveal a response rate of77% (compared 
with 71% for the Loughborough survey) which they describe as 'good' but concede 
that non-respondents may include a disproportionately high numbers of victims. (This 
aspect was also of concern during the Loughborough survey and efforts were made to 
identify the profile (e.g. age, sex, ethnicity) of the non-responding group in an attempt 
to identify any features which could be linked to their failure to respond.). The authors 
also confirm that errors in the sampling process will skew the findings for rarer crimes 
such as robbery and rape. Non-sampling errors are also discussed and they conclude 
that overalJ these work to undercount crimes recorded in the survey. They also add 
that "there is little doubt that BCS counts of sexual offences and domestic non-
stranger violence are underestimates" (1989:5). This clearly has implications for 
statistics recorded about these offences in a university environment where there is a 
concentration of young female potential victims. As with Hough and Mayhew (1983), 
they also confirm that some offences (e.g. assault) are more often reported by better 
educated victims, possibly because (1) they are better able to complete questionnaires, 
and (2) have a lower threshold (tolerance) for what might constitute a 'crime'. They 
also acknowledge that the 'education effect' has not been quantified by any other 
research. They key point that they make is that the errors and biases will be fairly 
constant over time so provided that the same methodology is used then trends will 
become visible, notwithstanding that the willingness to report crime may change. 
For the first time this BCS also included a 'booster sample' of ethnic minorities to 
better examine victimisation rates among ethnic minorities (ethnicity and crime is 
reported in the Loughborough study). Presumably such a strategy would also be 
possible for university students. 
Completing the introduction to the survey the authors describe how the questions 
were phrased and the distinction (discussed earlier by Hough and Mayhew (1983)) 
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between 'household' and 'personal' crimes. The report then goes on to surmnarise the 
key findings, in particular the extent of crime, estimates of underreporting and trends 
since the 1981 and 1983 surveys. As BCS data is compared with the Loughborough 
findings elsewhere they are not examined further in this literature review. When 
comparing the two it is acknowledged that the BCS has an interviewer present, 
whereas phase I of the Loughborough study does not. Just having an interviewer 
present may in itself produce a different result from a self completed questionnaire. 
And beyond that, the biases of different interviewers may also have an impact. 
Nevertheless, in the absence of any other related survey data, the BCS results, refined 
for a similar age group, are the only available sources against which a comparison can 
be made. The issue of reliability, validity and interviewer bias is discussed in more 
detail in 3.4. 
As in earlier surveys, this sweep also examines the reasons for not reporting to the 
police. It confirms earlier findings that the main reasons for not reporting were that 
the incident was too trivial or that it was felt that the police would not have been able 
to do anything about it. The authors conclude that "these results are generally 
consistent with previous findings from the BCS and with survey results from other 
countries (see Skogan, 1984)" (1988:24). Reasons for non-reporting are also 
examined in the Loughborough survey. 
Unlike previous surveys, the 1988 BCS included questions about victimisation at 
work. The questions were sponsored by the Health and Safety Executive Committee 
on Violence who were seeking information about verbal abuse against workers and 
the vulnerability of different working groups to different types of crime by nature of 
their occupation. The questions therefore omit crimes committed against the employer 
(e.g. fraud; shoplifting) so cannot be said to provide a true picture of 'crime at work'. 
The authors refer to the previous limited research where studies have focussed on the 
vulnerability of particular workers to certain types of crime, e.g. workers at risk from 
robbery such as Building Society staff (Australia 1988 survey) or postal workers 
(Ekblom 1988). They also review earlier studies which indicate that those in paid 
employment face higher risks (by virtue of their 'routine activity') than those not 
working e.g. the retired, housewives, and the sick, but lower risks than the 
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unemployed and students. Of relevance to the Loughborough study is the finding that 
"students ... (are) even more similar in other ways to offenders themselves, with whom 
they are more likely to be in contact" (1988:30). The possibility of students being 
both victim and offender, and the problems that this poses for a crime survey, are 
explored in the preamble to this thesis (see 1.1) 
Also new to the BCS was the inclusion of a 'booster sample' of Afro-Caribbeans and 
Asians to consider whether they suffer a disproportionately high victimisation rate as 
well as examining the nature of any racially motivated offence as well as the victim's 
relationship with the police. The first two objectives above are also addressed by the 
Loughborough study. The authors describe the selection process for the booster 
survey and comment that whilst ethnic minority interviewers were selected they were 
not specifically matched to the respondents in the sample which could have distorted 
the findings. 
Whilst the results do show that overall the ethnic minorities surveyed did experience a 
higher likelihood of victimisation than whites, these results did not take into account 
social or residential factors which could have had a stronger influence. The authors do 
consider the demographic composition of the different ethnic groups and use 
multivariate analysis to assess the specific importance of race in victimisation .. The 
results showed that for some offences, e.g. threats, the differences were explained by 
demographic influences, but for other offences, e.g. vandalism, ethnicity was a 
stronger factor. 
The final part of this BCS included data on the membership and effectiveness of 
Neighbourhood Watch schemes. The authors review similar (and earlier) studies, 
many of which are US based, and which have been criticised on methodological 
grounds. As Neighbourhood Watch is not included in the Loughborough study 
literature on that topic is not further reviewed. 
Continuing on from previous reports of the BCS, The 1992 British Crime Survey by 
Pat Mayhew, Natalie Aye Maung and Catriona Mirrlees-Black (1993) follows a 
similar pattern. 
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It commences with an introduction to the development of crime surveys, tracing the 
origin back to the 1967 US President's Commission on Crime as well as more recent 
work carried out in the UK. Also, as in previous reports, the authors describe how 
many incidents go unreported to the police and how crime surveys can supplement 
police data by identifying the 'dark figure' of crime. They also explain how the BCS 
counts and covers crime differently from the police, identifying those crimes which 
are included, e.g. common assault, and those which are excluded, e.g. crimes against 
organisations and victimless crime (see also Mayhew et al. 1989). 
As with the survey reports already reviewed, the authors also explain differences in 
definitions of crime as well as the accuracy of the survey count. Sampling error which 
was reviewed in depth in the report of the 1982 BCS (Hough and Mayhew 1983) is 
also discussed here. The authors also conclude that the BCS tends to undercount 
crimes where victim and offender know each other- this being of particular relevance 
to the Loughborough study in cases of crimes committed by students on fellow 
students. Also of relevance is the 'education factor' (see also Mayhew et a/1989) 
where some types of offence (e.g. assault) are more likely to be reported by better 
educated respondents, perhaps because they are better able to complete questionnaires 
and also more willing to define incidents as offences. 
Similar to those reports of the BCS already reviewed, Mayhew et a/ discuss the 
organisation and design of the fieldwork and the response rate (77%). As in 1988, this 
survey also included an 'ethnic booster' sample of Afro-Caribbeans and Asians. The 
authors also describe the two broad categories of crime; household crime and personal 
crime (see also Hough and Mayhew 1983). 
The remainder of the study follows the typical pattern of 
• reporting on the extent of crime 
• reviewing reporting to the police 
• focussing on particular types of crime, i.e. burglary, vehicle related theft and 
violence 
This research is not reviewed further except insofar as the findings have a particular 
relevance to the Loughborough study, and these are discussed below. 
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The research identifies wide insurance cover as a prime reason for the reporting of 
crime. In addition to their own personal insurance for vehicles, students are often 
covered on their parents' household policies, making the reporting of thefts more 
likely. This BCS also confirmed that the vast majority of offences were those against 
property with the largest proportion being vehicle related thefts. Students' vehicles in 
remote campus car parks are therefore particularly vulnerable. 
As with the previous BCS reports reviewed, the authors identified the main reasons 
for the non-reporting of crime as being that the crime was either too trivial or not 
amenable to police action. The survey also showed that the majority (65%) of those 
who did report the incident were satisfied with the service that they received. Reasons 
for dissatisfaction included lack of feedback from the police. Young respondents were 
generally less satisfied with the service that they received. Reasons for non-reporting 
and satisfaction with police response are also addressed in the Loughborough survey. 
With regard to burglary, the authors show that residents in flats and rooms, and 
single-adult households (all factors relating to students) have a higher risk, as do 
households with poorer security (a common complaint from students about rented 
accommodation). Turning to vehicle theft, this BCS shows that high risk factors 
include parking in the street and on large housing estate car parks. Flat and terrace 
dwellers are particularly vulnerable due to the low likelihood of a garage being 
available. Students are thus vulnerable because they live in Halls of Residence (large 
remote car parks) and when they are in student housing (generally town centre 
terraces with no car parking facilities). 
The authors show that by far the largest groups of victims of violence are young 
males with a large proportion of incidents occurring in pubs and clubs- male 
students' lifestyles therefore clearly put them into a high risk group. The authors also 
show that about a third of all violence against Afro-Caribbeans and Asians was 
racially motivated, but it is not clear how the motivation was manifested. In fact, the 
detailed data shows that Afro-Caribbeans were much more likely than whites to have 
been assaulted by other Afro-Caribbeans, and Asians were more likely than whites to 
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report assaults by Afro-Caribbeans. The possibility of a racial motivation to the 
incident is examined in the Loughborough survey. 
Trends in Crime: Findings from the 1994 British Crime Survey by P. Mayhew, 
C.Mirrlees-Black and N. Aye Maung (1994) reports the research findings from the 
1994BCS. 
The authors commence by explaining that whilst the four previous sweeps (1982, 
1984, 1988 and 1992) all had a representative sample of 10,000 people aged 16 or 
over, in 1994 this was increased to 14,500 and the response rate was 77%. As with the 
other BCS research already reviewed, they confirm that the BCS does not count all 
types of crime (e.g. it excludes fraud, crimes against businesses and drug offences) 
and that the survey is prone to certain types of errors. They also confirm that that for 
certain offences the BCS " ..... provides a more complete picture of the extent of crime 
than police figures" (1994:1). 
The results show that there were an estimated 18 million crimes in 1993 and that the 
majority were crimes against property. Approximately 20% were incidents of 
vandalism and 33% were incidents oftheft. This BCS also showed that overall41% 
of offences were reported to the police and that this reporting varied by offence type, 
with car theft and burglaries being most likely to be reported (presumably the 
insurance factor), but that not all unreported crime was trivial with" ..... some 
involving substantial loss or injury, and are regarded by their victims as serious" 
(1994:2). The authors go on to explain why the BCS counts more crime than police 
statistics and how incidents that are reported to police may not be recorded. The BCS 
estimates that 57% of reported crime ends up being recorded by the police, and when 
the incomplete reporting is also taken into account it suggests that only 27% of 
comparable BCS crimes end up in police records. The authors then examine the police 
and BCS trends since 1981 and then go on to examine crime trends over the same 
period. They identifY different trends for different types of crime and show how 
acquisitive crime (e.g. burglary and thefts) have increased at a higher rate than 
recorded crime. 
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Turning to the proportion of crime reported to the police, the authors show how the 
proportion of crime reported rose during the 1980s, which they attribute to the growth 
of telephone ownership (ease of reporting) plus an increase in insurance cover. 
However, in 1993 the percentage reported fell back to 41% from the 1991 level of 
43%. They explain this by selective changes in insurance cover with some hard hit 
areas (e.g. some inner cities) having less insurance cover than before. It is possible 
that the drop in claims is due to the protection of no-claims bonuses or that victims 
have accepted higher 'excesses' in order to reduce premium payments. 
As with other studies (see for example Aye Maung 1995, reviewed below), the 
authors confirm that " ..... crime rates can be expressed in terms of incidence (the 
number of crimes per head of population), prevalence (the number of victims per 
head of population) or concentration (the number of crimes per victim)" (1994:4, 
emphasis in original). They show that as some victims suffer more than one incident 
then prevalence rates will always be lower than incidence rates (in 1993 about 50% of 
victims suffered more than one incident). 
In examining the risks of crime occurring the authors conclude that these are not 
spread evenly across the population. Factors affecting prevalence include location, 
lifestyle and other personal factors (e.g. age and gender). Of relevance to the 
Loughborough study is the finding that males and younger people are more at risk 
from assault, robbery and 'snatch' thefts. 
All of the reports of the various BC Ss reviewed above contain explanations about 
various sampling errors, and undercounting of some crimes. These are discussed in 
some detail in the reports by Hough and Mayhew (1983) and Mayhew, Elliot and 
Dowds (1989), and have been summarised above. However, as part of this thesis 
contains a comparison between BCS data and the results obtained from the 
Loughborough survey, it is appropriate to consider a number of issues which may 
influence the relevance of such a comparison. 
The BCS (1994) User Guideline describes the BCS methodology and explains that it 
is based on face-to-face interviews, whereas the Loughborough study (Phase 1) is a 
self-completed questionnaire. The BCS interviews follow two stages, the first to 
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detect whether the respondents screen positive (i.e. have been a victim during the 
reference period), and then there is a second stage interview followed by a self-
completed questionnaire (the latter only for respondents under 60). The screening 
questions include a series of prompts to ensure that all crimes, even minor ones, are 
mentioned. Also at this stage, the respondents first describe the incident in their own 
words and then the interviewer asks detailed questions to verifY the facts of the case. 
In 1994, the average interview time was 74 minutes (88 mins. for victims;62 for non-
victims). Additionally, the BCS commences by a letter being sent to the target 
household, explaining the survey and advising that an interviewer would shortly be 
calling to arrange an interview. This provided an opportunity for households to either 
refuse at this point, or to consider their options prior to the call from the interviewer. 
As a result, some 36% of targeted households were either not included at all or there 
was no contact with the sampled individual. 
So clearly the BCS is not reaching a third of its sample which may significantly skew 
the results (albeit that this may be consistent across each survey). But beyond that the 
methodology of the survey differs from the Loughborough study in that there is some 
degree of preparation followed by a detailed coaxing by the interviewer (the effect of 
Interviewer bias is discussed later in this thesis (3.5)). As the respondents were 
interviewed in the presence of other family members, there is also a likelihood that 
. some crimes were not reported, perhaps because there is embarrassment, or it had not 
been reported to and discussed by the family, or perhaps another family member was 
the perpetrator. On the other hand, the Loughborough students went in cold, not 
knowing that they were to receive a questionnaire, and then completed them under 
some pressure of time, typically in around 20-25 minutes and much less time than that 
set aside by the BCS. So any comparison between BCS and Loughborough data is 
carried out with these caveats in mind. 
Understanding Crime Data by C. Coleman and J. Moynihan (1996) offers an 
opportunity to consider some of the methodological criticisms that have been levelled 
against victimisation surveys. As with Hough and Mayhew (1983) reviewed above, 
the authors explain how victimisation studies have attempted to shed some light on 
the 'dark figure' of crime, and they use the iceberg analogy in a similar way to Prins 
(1982) (see footnote No.9). They argue that the 'dark figure' "has been a haunting 
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presence" (1996:20) in perspectives on crime data and that " ... there is little doubt that 
these surveys ... have had a major impact on the ways in which crime is discussed" 
(1996:13). However, they caution that victimisation surveys have their own problems 
and their own 'dark figure' and that ''we must learn to treat them with the same degree 
of caution and scepticism as is afforded official crime statistics and self-report 
studies" (1996:70). 
Although there have been problems with earlier victimisation studies, the authors 
confirm the valuable contribution that these have made by measuring the extent of 
unreported crime at levels 3 to 5 times that recorded in official statistics. These 
studies allowed questions to be asked about different aspects of victim orientated data, 
providing an opportunity to study the demographic distribution of victims. The 
authors discuss Sparks et at's (1977) first major British Survey (reviewed below) and 
the reservations drawn from it about the accuracy of crime surveys. They then move 
on to consider the development of the first British Crime Survey and modifications to 
it since 1981. 
A particular criticism is that the BCS fails to deal with crimes associated with 
particular sub-groups, such as women and minority ethnic groups, (and presumably, 
by extension, also students?). Victimisation surveys only measure crime where there 
is an identifiable victim, so 'victimless crimes' such as drug use and consensual 
sexual acts go unrecorded. Not only must a victim exist, but he/she must realise that a 
victimisation has occurred, so enviromnental and corporate crimes are likely to be 
underestimated. Thus, victimisation studies are best for measuring 'standard' crimes 
such as theft and burglary, but they are less reliable for counting such crimes as sexual 
assault or domestic violence. Therefore ''victimisation surveys are good at measuring 
certain types of crime, less suitable for others, and exclude some altogether" 
(1996:75). It should be noted that for the purpose of the Loughborough study it is 
those crimes that survey techniques are most suited to which form many of the core 
objectives ofthe research. 
The authors then discuss sampling and sampling frames and highlight problems 
associated with using the electoral register (which was used in the early sweeps of the 
BCS). The Postal Address File (P AF) was later used to avoid possible distortions with 
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the electoral register, such as missing Poll Tax dodgers. To this they could have added 
other highly mobile groups, such as immigrants and students. The P AF also has 
problems in that it includes businesses and vacant properties. Additionally, sampling 
errors also occur when counting 'rare' crimes such as rape and robbery. They also 
consider the issues surrounding non-respondents. Although there is generally a high 
response rate, if the non-respondents are in any way a-typical of the sample then this 
could have a major effect on the results (this is discussed elsewhere in respect to the 
Loughborough results). It can be argued that non-respondents may have a 
disproportionately high level of victimisation, but the converse could also be true in 
that victims may have a greater incentive to participate. As they point out, little is 
known about non-respondents, but they draw evidence from Skogan (1986) and 
Sparks et al (1977) to show that female violence victims tended to refuse interviews 
more often than male victims of violence- and that overall women tended to refuse 
more often than men. The authors also point out that until recently young people had 
been excluded from victim surveys, as had those in institutions, hospitals and 
residential care homes (students in residential halls could also have been included in 
this group). 
They then move on to discuss memory decay and telescoping (remembering an event 
as having taken place earlier oflater than it did). To sununarise, memory loss seems 
to exclude more incidents than 'forward telescoping' includes, but the results are 
likely to obtain an over-estimation of serious incidents as these were the ones most 
prone to be telescoped forward, with obvious consequences for the validity of the 
survey results. And there are other reasons, such as concealment and fabrication, for 
failing to tell the truth. Females may be less inclined to report sexual or domestic 
incidents, as well as other crimes where the victim knows the offender, this having 
clear implications for the Loughborough study. Respondents may even fabricate 
incidents, recalling events that happened to friends or neighbours. As the authors 
point out, the answers given by respondents are not 'reality', but rather "responses 
certain people make to certain questions in particular circumstances ... "(1996:80). 
The authors also comment on the 'education factor' (mentioned elsewhere) which 
suggests that better educated people (e.g. students) are more likely to report 
victimisation, and especially violent crime. They may have a different (lower) 
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threshold of seriousness when it comes to defining crime. Further, victims of serial or 
multiple crimes may not count each incident as a discrete event, and may even not 
recall any of the incidents if it is merely a way oflife for them. Crimes most affected 
are those that already suffer from measurement error, i.e. sexual crimes and domestic 
violence. And given the living conditions of students (sharing accommodation), 
assaults by fellow students can easily fall into the 'domestic' framework. 
Thus it can be seen that victimisation surveys have different levels of reliability and 
validity depending on the type of crime and the respondents being surveyed. They 
also have their own 'dark figure'. 
Surveying Victims by R. Sparks et a/ (1977) is reviewed at this point, because 
although reporting on a survey that took place in 1973, and hence chronologically 
deserving a place at the beginning of the literature review, it offers a large number of 
insights into the reliability of victimisation surveys. Thus it is more helpful to review 
it in the context of the earlier findings from the various BCS 's which have already 
been mentioned above. 
This oft cited (see Hough & Mayhew (1983) & Coleman & Moynihan (1996)-
reviewed above) study refers to what at that time was a relatively new method of 
criminological research, i.e. victim surveys. The objective was primarily to test how 
well social surveys worked in the field of criminology rather than in the substantive 
findings, and the literature review focuses on this particular aspect. 
Commenting that criminal statistics had in the past been used as a kind of social 
indicator they explain that victim surveys contribute to an alternative picture of the 
extent and nature of crime and that the degree to which this new picture is more 
accurate then the change is beneficial. But as they point out "the victim survey also 
has definite limitations as a method of measuring crime, so that the information that it 
can provide is still necessarily incomplete in certain crucial aspects; and even for 
crimes which it can be used to find out about, its accuracy still remains to be finally 
established" (1977:3). And they pose the question ... "Does the technique actually 
work" (1977:3), the answer to which is of fundamental importance to the 
Loughborough study. 
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The authors conducted a survey in 1973 in three inner London areas. They selected 
people for interview who had reported to the police an alleged offence occurring 
during the preceding 15 months. In effect, the authors were carrying out a reverse 
record check to see if and how the previously reported incidents would be recalled 
and disclosed to the interviewer. Thus the survey dealt only with those incidents that 
had been reported to the police, a major difference from the Loughborough survey. 
However, beyond the victim sample the interviewers also selected at random a sample 
of adults in London and a provincial city (Peterborough) to collect crime victimisation 
data and attitudes to, and perceptions of crime10• 
Sparks et al explain that retrospective surveys have several inaccuracies relating to 
recall. Firstly, respondents just may simply have forgotten the incident, or if 
remembering may chose not to disclose it through either misunderstanding or deceit. 
Secondly, the phenomenon of 'telescoping' means that respondents remember events 
as having taken place earlier or later than they actually did (confirming suggestions by 
Coleman & Moynihan (1996) reviewed above), and that it is more usual to recall it as 
having taken place later than earlier. Thus both backward telescoping and failure to 
recall or report contribute to a frequency of crime that this lower than the true figure, 
whereas forward telescoping serves to inflate it. Questionnaire design and 
interviewing techniques can help to minimise the effects of these errors, nevertheless 
they cannot be completely overcome, and in practice it is "almost impossible to 
eliminate these two types of inaccuracy entirely" (1977:37). 
The authors then attempt to establish the magnitude of these factors. In particular they 
consider the impact of the reference period, and whether under-reporting and/or 
telescoping occurs at random or are associated with other factors. Reviewing other 
research on recall and telescoping they indicate that non-reporting is less of a problem 
for infrequent events, particularly those which have some importance to the 
respondent, but that it is these that are the most prone to forward telescoping. 
10 The authors note that victims may play an important part in the commission of the offence. They 
may be willing participants, may provoke it (consciously or subconsciously) or may place themselves 
especially at risk. The issue of victim precipitation is discussed in the fmdings from the Loughborough 
study. 
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They then report on the pilot studies carried out by the US Census Bureau to test the 
completeness and accuracy of recall and reporting of crime incidents. These studies 
used the same type of reverse record check as employed by the authors in London. 
They describe the methodology used in the US and highlight where results may have 
been biased, e.g. by the need to forewarn respondents about the survey, and they 
conclude ... "it is possible that the results obtained would have been less favourable 
had there been no such knowledge on the part of the interviewers and respondents" 
(1977:45). Results from a San Jose study show a higher degree of reporting of rape 
and assault victimisation where the offender was a stranger, the implication for the 
Loughborough study being that where the offender is known to the victim (as may be 
likely with campus based crimes) then the degree of reporting decreases. Yet based on 
other police recorded data the authors claim that it is clear that 'stranger' assaults are 
in the minority, so the majority of incidents are anyway less likely to be reported. 
Reviewing the London results, the authors report that overall the differences in 
reporting rates between males and females was not significant. They found that 
Burglary offences were most likely to be recalled and reported. They comment that 
"our analysis would thus appear to support the conclusion that inaccuracy of recall 
and reporting, like complete failure of recall and reporting, can be regarded as a more 
or less random phenomenon which is unlikely by itself to introduce any serious biases 
into estimates from victim survey data" (1977:62). However, as the survey is only 
about incidents that have been reported to the police, this in itself might make it more 
memorable to a respondent. Unreported and/or less serious incidents may not be so 
well recalled. On average there is a slight tendency to forward telescoping, but both 
non-reporting and telescoping are not associated with any particular type of 
respondent and are randomly distributed. 
Reviewing the results from the surveys in Brixton, Hackney and Kensington, the 
authors point out that a respondent's response to a question might indicate that one 
particular type of crime had occurred, but that the detailed account might show 
something else. For example, an initial report of attempted burglary might in fact 
appear to the interviewer to be criminal damage, which in turn might end up being 
classified differently by the police. The differences in classification makes 
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comparison between survey data and official statistics difficult. For example, the 
borderline between robbery and theft from the person is blurred, especially in cases 
such as purse snatching. The results show that, as with the Loughborough findings, 
males reported almost twice as many crimes of violence as did females, and a small 
number of victims experienced a disproportionately large number of crimes (multiple 
victimisation). 
The findings also show a very large 'dark figure' of crime with a very small fraction 
of some offences ever reaching official statistics. Thus these statistics are extremely 
susceptible to any small changes in the number of offences reported and recorded, i.e. 
a small increase in the percentage recorded would lead to a relatively large increase in 
the numbers recorded which may give the impression of a 'crime wave'. The authors 
show that for assaults and 'other thefts' a 5% increase in the proportion recorded 
would treble the numbers in the police statistics "even if the total volume of offences 
actually committed remained unchanged" (1977: 155). Non-reporting of crime was 
shown to be highest for thefts and lowest for burglary. 
Perceived seriousness of an incident affects it both being recalled and reported in a 
survey, as well as the accuracy of the recall. "To the extent that there is differential 
definition of certain types of incidents among different sub-groups in the population, 
there will accordingly be definite biases in the survey findings" (1977:169). For 
example, different social classes may classifY and report assaults differently, 
depending on their assessment of what is the norm for the underlying level of this 
type of crime. The prime reason for not reporting the incident to the police was that it 
was not serious enough (confirmed by the Loughborough findings), although 
perceptions of seriousness also differ. 
Summarising their findings, the authors report that there is a slight (not significant) 
tendency to non-reporting associated with low educational attainment; that simple 
memory failure was randomly distributed, and that on balance backward and forward 
telescoping almost cancelled each other out and were not associated with particular 
respondents or incidents. Also, different perceptions of seriousness associated with 
social class bias relating to property offences and the use of violence may have led to 
differences in the definition of situations and hence the reporting of victimisation. 
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They also found that the number of multiple victims were greater than that which 
would be expected by chance, and that the main reasons for not reporting to the police 
were (I) perceived seriousness, and (2) the belief that they could do nothing about it. 
Returning to the main objective of the study- to determine if it is possible to get a 
reasonably accurate picture of the nature and scale of crime by asking people directly 
about their own experiences, they conclude that "on balance our answer to this 
question is Yes; but it is an answer with several important qualifications" (1977:220), 
which they then go on to discuss. 
Firstly, the sampling frame based on the electoral register (as used in the early BCSs) 
meant that highly mobile people, e.g. immigrants (and students?) were not included. 
Further, the optimum reference period is also an issue. 12 months seems to be the 
most reasonable but fieldwork in January or February (as in the Loughborough study) 
is likely to lead to better results than if it had been carried out later in the year. Also, 
there are issues about the reliability and validity of questions relating to perceptions of 
seriousness and fear of crime. In other words, just because a respondent says that he 
or she feels unsafe, do they really believe it, and act accordingly? (The Loughborough 
study attempted to tackle this by asking if and how the respondents had modified their 
lifestyle in response to perceived fear of crime). 
Sparks et al conclude that notwithstanding the methodological issues and associated 
limitations, victim surveys are an important research technique which contribute 
much knowledge "which cannot be learned in any other way" (1977:223, emphasis 
added). They caution that surveys are oflittle use for measuring crimes against 
businesses or 'victimless' crimes- and as theft from the workplace is one of the 
commonest forms of thefts this is a considerable omission. Surveys also do not 
measure crimes by businesses or businessmen, so called 'white collar' crime. They 
point out that "victim surveys may present a clearer and more complete picture of 
some forms of criminality than has heretofore been available; but they do not give the 
whole picture, and their virtues should not lead us to overlook their limitations" 
(1977:227). Surveys focus on the 'traditional' violent and property crimes and are 
very useful for providing information about the victims of crime which may be of 
great importance to public policy. As this was a clear objective of the Loughborough 
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study (see 1.1), Sparks et al are confirming that use of the victim survey technique is 
an appropriate tool in this case. An important added benefit is that understanding 
more about those crimes which go unreported helps develop a better understanding of 
those that are. 
The last piece ofliterature to be reviewed on crime surveys generally is a chapter 
within Interpreting Crime Statistics by Monica Walker (ed.) (1995). Walker's work is 
a collection of contributions from 10 authors in addition to herself which cover a wide 
range of criminological topics including offenders, the police, prison, parole and 
homicide. Of particular relevance to this thesis is the chapter by Natalie Aye Maung 
entitled "Survey design and interpretation of the British Crime Survey'' (pp 207-227). 
Aye Maung's involvement with the 1992 and 1994 BCSs (reviewed above) provide 
her with a particular insight into the strengths and weaknesses of crime surveys and 
their usefulness as a tool to measure the 'dark figure' of crime. 
As in the other reports of British Crime Surveys already reviewed, Aye Maung begins 
with an introduction which describes the evolution of crime surveys to supplement the 
data obtained from official statistics. She identifies the origins of victim surveys in the 
USA with the 1967 President's Commission on Crime which led to the introduction 
of the first National Crime Victimisation Survey in 1972. The early sweeps of the 
British Crime Survey (from 1982 to 1992) are then mentioned along with larger 
surveys which have taken place overseas as well as local surveys within England and 
Wales. 
Aye Maung then explains that victim surveys belong to a larger family of sample 
surveys which collect information from a group of respondents who are believed to 
mirror a wider population, enabling inferences to be drawn for this wider group. The 
aim of the survey is to provide valid and reliable results and that they are " ...... valid 
in the sense that the questions are meaningful and measure relevant concepts; and 
reliable in that the results are stable (subject to as little error as possible)" (1995:207). 
Reliability is seen as particularly important for the BCS which measures trends in 
cnme. 
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The author then describes how survey reliability issues have an implication for 
measuring victimisation. She examines the main features of the BCS and discusses 
how aspects of the design of the survey may have an impact on the assessment and the 
interpretation of the results. Aye Maung also discusses the types of people 
interviewed and the crimes covered, as welJ as sampling error and interviewer effect. 
By referring to data from the 1992 BCS she confirms that the BCS estimate for 
offences is 3 to 4 times higher than police statistics, although the proportion of 
unreported crime varies by crime type. Comparing data from the 1982 and 1992 
surveys she is able to identify a 50% rise in crime whereas reporting has doubled, 
which she attributes to" ...... increased reporting to the police" (1995:208)- but she 
does not go on to explain why this might be so. 
Aye Maung then describes the methodology used in four of the BCS sweeps showing 
that the same type of random sample (10,000 individuals aged 16 or over) is used and 
that the response rate varies from 77% to 81%. An analysis of the methodology 
folJows showing how constituencies were designated (e.g. inner city or non-inner 
city) and also listed by population density and socio-economic factors. Within each 
constituency two post code sectors were chosen at random and further random 
selections made within this sector to identify the target address. Respondents were 
asked about their own experiences in relation to personal crimes (e.g. crimes of 
violence) and their own and that of other household members for household crime 
(e.g. burglary and vandalism). She explains that" ..... this distinction reflects the fact 
that for some crimes, such as burglary, the household is a natural unit of analysis, 
whereas for others the individual is a better choice" (1995:209), and thus the survey 
has to provide two different samples, one of households and one of individuals. This 
differs from the Loughborough research which focuses on individuals as the survey 
sample. In 1988 and 1992 the BCS also added an 'ethnic booster' to identify trends 
for these particular groups (Afro-Caribeans and Asians). 
The author describes the two main measures of crime risk produced by the BCS in 
terms of prevalence rates and incidence rates. "Prevalence rates give the number of 
victims per head of population regardless of how many incidents each victim may 
have experienced. Incidence rates give the number of incidents per head of 
population. Because some victims will have experienced more than one incident, 
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incidence rates will always exceed (or at least equal) prevalence rates" (1995:210). 
She also mentions another measure of crime risk- crime concentration, which relates 
to multiple victimisation. Literature on this latter topic, which is a key feature of the 
Loughborough survey, is examined later in this review. 
Aye Maung acknowledges that the BCS does not cover all potential victims and that 
some groups are either excluded from the sample or under-represented. She confirms 
that the excluded groups may have different victimisation experiences but states that 
" ..... there has been little quantification of the degree to which this is so" (1995:210). 
This is a particularly important factor for the Loughborough survey where 
considerable effort was made to ensure that the survey sample was representative of 
the student population as a whole, and that non-respondents' characteristics (e.g. age, 
sex and ethnicity) did not appear to differ significantly from the survey group 
(although it is acknowledged that victimisation per se may be the one different factor 
influencing response to a crime survey). The author describes a number of groups 
who are excluded from the survey, e.g. corporate bodies, children and teenagers, and 
also" .... .individuals in institutions (such as hostels, prisons and residential halls) or 
the homeless. It is accepted that their victimisation experience could differ, but the 
complexities of sampling institutional populations make their inclusion in the BCS 
unfeasible" (1995:211- emphasis added). This is the first acknowledgement that 
campus-based university students are not included in the BCS and further underscores 
the value and contribution to be made by the Loughborough study. 
Aye Maung then goes on to examine non-response rates and the reasons for this, 
identifying that the most common reason (70% of all non-responses) was a refusal of 
some type. The next most common reason was failure to contact the selected 
individuals (a likely factor in the Loughborough non-response rate). The BCS also 
does not cover all types of crime and excludes crimes against business (e.g. fraud, 
commercial robbery and burglary) and 'victimless' offences such as drug misuse. In 
defining the crimes recorded the BCS words the questions in such a way that a 
nominal definition of crime results in a count of incidents that are technically crimes, 
without applying any degree of severity. On the other hand the police apply an 
operational definition of crime based on an assessment of severity, availability of 
reasonable evidence and likelihood of punishment by a court. However, she does not 
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mention any jurisdictional concerns and/or issues which are also believed to weigh in 
the balance when the police make a decision to record a crime. 
The author moves on to review the main sources of error that may impact on the 
survey results. These include sampling error, response errors and interviewer effect. 
When considering sampling error, the less common an event is (e.g. rape) the larger 
the sample needed to measure it precisely. She also explains how "clustering" 
(interviewing within pre-selected areas) tends to increase sampling error as 
respondents will have similar experiences to others in their area but not necessarily to 
the wider population. Whilst this criticism could also be levelled at the Loughborough 
survey if it was intended to extrapolate and draw inferences for a wider group, e.g. all 
university students, this is not the intention - in fact the acknowledgement that 
university students may in some way have different victimisation experiences to the 
population as a whole, and that this might also vary by institution, is the underlying 
factor driving this research. 
With respect to response errors, Aye Maung explains how, for a variety of reasons, 
respondents may give inaccurate responses: 
1. they might have forgotten about the incident 
2. they may not know about an incident taking place in their household 
3. they may remember an incident but not be sure when it occurred. Incidents may 
be remembered as happening earlier than they did (backward telescoping) or later 
than they did (forward telescoping) 
4. they might deliberately conceal or distort the incident (e.g. in domestic violence or 
abuse cases) 
5. or they may misunderstand the question. 
Other research (O'Brien 1985) indicates that forward telescoping is more common 
than backward telescoping and that this may increase the number of incidents reported 
in any victimisation reference period, but when considering the impact of all of the 
biases, Aye Maung confirms Skogan's (1981) earlier work which shows that the 
effect of the biases is to undercount the offences, but that the level ofundercounting 
will vary by crime type. Mayhew et a/ (1993) also agrees that even allowing for the 
effects offorward telescoping as described by O'Brien (1985), overall memory failure 
excludes more offences than forward telescoping adds. Aye Maung also reviews the 
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effects that different interviewers may have on response rates, but as only one 
interviewer was used in the Loughborough survey this literature will not be reviewed 
here. 
The author then moves on to consider questionnaire and coding issues. Of particular 
relevance to the Loughborough survey is the recall period used by the BCS. As with 
the Loughborough survey, the BCS asks about crime experiences since the beginning 
of the previous year and as the survey takes place between January and March the 
recall period is 13-15 months. As Aye Maung explains " ..... a recall period of a year is 
the usual compromise in victim surveys ..... a period of a year is short enough for 
respondents not to forget incidents, but long enough to prevent unacceptable levels of 
external telescoping" (1995:220). Also, more victims will be picked up than in a 
shorter period, thus reducing sampling error. To this she could also have added that 
the choice of a calendar year makes it easier for respondents to recall an event having 
taken place either before or after the preceding Christmas, thus firmly anchoring the 
event between the two flag posts of the two Christmas/New year holiday periods. 
She then describes the difficulties associated with classifYing offences, how offences 
may ultimately be classified differently than from the screener question, and how one 
incident could be classified in a number of ways. 
The next section analyses the results from the BCS and it is not intended to review 
those here. Of relevance to the Loughborough study though is the difference in the 
BCS technique of limiting the maximum number of incidents that can be experienced 
to 25, whereas the Loughborough study had no such limitation. Aye Maung explains 
that the BCS method limits the ability of one individual to skew estimates of the 
distribution of risk (which was noted in the Loughborough study) but on the other 
hand it can be argued that this limits the ability to detect particular "hot spots". 
Aye Maung concludes by comparing the BCS results with police statistics and 
comments that reliable comparisons are only possible for a sub-set ofBCS offences 
such as residential burglary, theft of and from vehicle, theft of bicycle and some 
personal crimes (e.g. wounding). Minor offences will less likely be reported to the 
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police, as will those where it is thought that the offence is not amenable to police 
action, and overall surveys count a broader set of incidents than do police statistics. 
2.2 Multiple (Repeat) Victimisation 
A major part of the Loughborough study is concerned with identifying the nature and 
extent of multiple victimisation, and by so doing draw inferences about possible crime 
prevention strategies. This is important because victimisation predicts victimisation 
(Chenery et a/1997) and where it does happen it tends to happen quickly. This is 
because people and locations at risk are more likely to be victimised and because 
victimisation itself also heightens that risk. Not only that, but the same offender is 
usually responsible for the repeats against the same victim (Anderson et a/1995). 
Farrell and Pease (1993) report that 30% of convicted burglars admitted to returning to 
the previously victimised property. The chance of a second or subsequent burglary is 
over four times as high as the first and 48% of homes burgled in the month of December 
1986 had been burgled at least once earlier that year (Forrester et a/1988). 
Contributing to the debate on multiple victimisation, Silverman (1974) outlines 'victim 
precipitation' as a situation where the victim has something to do with his/her own 
victimisation. Silverman goes on to describe two types of victim: 
• the active type, who directly provokes an attack, and 
• the passive type who indirectly provokes the crime. 
Victim induced criminality can be said to exist where the victim has not taken sufficient 
care of property and has therefore created a ''temptation opportunity" (Foomer 1996, 
quoted in Silverman 1974:100). Obviously there are degrees of provocation and merely 
leaving goods visible, for example on the front seat of a car, is not the same as asking for 
them to be stolen. Furthermore, the definition of 'reasonable care' is hard to agree and 
this may vary across cultures and locations, e.g. from town to country. Nevertheless, if 
by some act or failure to act the victim is contributing to the commission of the offence, 
it will require a change in habits or lifestyle to reduce the likelihood of repeat 
victimisation. A number of respondents in the Loughborough study blamed themselves 
for becoming a crime victim. 
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Additionally, repeat victimisation is undercounted and single incident crime over-
counted because of the effect of the time window of the survey11 • Due to errors or 
ambiguities in describing the victim or location, there are also many problems associated 
with using police data to identify repeat victimisation (Tilley 1995; Bridgeman 1996). 
It should be noted that repeat victimisation can relate to the same location (i.e. the same 
building regardless of tenants) or to the same individual as he or she moves around. For 
a vehicle, it can relate to the same vehicle, or any vehicle owned by the same person, or 
to a particular location (e.g. parking spot). Bridgeman and Sampson (1994:2) describe it 
as "when the same person or place suffers from more than one criminal incident over a 
specified period of time". 
The implications of repeat victimisation for crime prevention measures have been called 
"the most important criminological insight of the decade" (Skogan 1996, quoted in 
Chenery et a/1997: 1 ). The first crime prevention initiative based on an understanding of 
repeat victimisation was the Kirkholt burglary prevention project (Lloyd et a/1994), 
which is reviewed in detail below. Repeat victimisation is a useful crime prevention tool 
because: 
• it is predictable; there is a heightened risk once victimisation takes place 
• it is rapid- repeats follow in a heightened risk period 
• it is highest in high crime areas. These may be so due to high level of repeat 
victimisation and not due to a high prevalence of crime. 
An increase in the incidence of crime (i.e. the number offences committed per head of 
population) can have a heavy impact on the expected number of repeats. Likewise, a 
drop should reduce the level of repeat victimisation. However, as crime risks are reduced 
by police/agency work the prevalence rate may increase, i.e. more victims will be drawn 
in and the misery will be spread around (Tilley 1995). This supports the 'displacement 
theory' but consideration should also be given to some 'diffusion ofbenefits'12 
11An incident reported at the beginoing of the time period could be the last in a series which started 
earlier, and similarly an incident reported at the end of the survey period may be a precursor to something 
to follow outside the time window. 
12 Crime prevention benefits can spread beyond the area covered - the "free rider effect". This 
diffusion of benefits was noted by Brown (1995) in connection with Town Centre CCTV schemes. 
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As mentioned in the introduction, Professor Ken Pease was instrumental in the 
formulation of the Loughborough research study, providing both background to a 
similar study being undertaken at Manchester University as well as the questionnaire 
that had been developed. This questionnaire was taken as the framework for Phase 1 of 
the Loughborough study although some changes were made to reflect local conditions 
and requirements. As "Professor Ken Pease OBE is the leading authority in this 
country, if not the world, on repeat victimisation and policing" (SW Boys Smith, 
Director of Police Policy, quoted in Pease 1998:iii) it is appropriate that the literature 
review on this topic contains a number of his works. 
The Kirkholt Burglarv Prevention Project. Rochdale by D.Forrester, M.Chatterrton, 
K.Pease and R.Brown (1988) is an important milestone in the development of 
multiple victimisation research as it provides both an account of an applied research 
project as well as introducing new concepts, e.g. 'cocoon' neighbourhood watch. The 
report presents the preliminary findings from a multi-agency initiative set up to reduce 
the high level of domestic burglary in a local housing estate in Rochdale. 
The authors commence by explaining the background of uncoordinated agency 
response to crime prevention coupled with the very high rate of domestic burglary 
occurring on the Kirkholt estate. Faced with the dual (and possibly competing) aims 
of(l) developing a multi-agency approach to crime prevention and (2) reducing 
crime, the authors (at the direction of the Home Office) chose the latter, hoping that 
multi-agency links would develop anyway as fall-out from their initiative. 
Background information on burglaries was obtained in two ways. Firstly, convicted 
burglary offenders were interviewed in prison by the probation service. An in-depth 
questionnaire was used relating to the target building characteristics, distance 
travelled, motivation and deterrent features. Seventy six offenders were interviewed in 
this way. The second strategy was to interview burglary victims and their neighbours 
and information sought included visibility at point of entry, detailed record ofthe 
burglar's activities, previous victimisation, security hardware and police response. 
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The survey sought details of multiple victimisation and revealed that the victim group 
"had an annual rate of prior victimisation over twice as high as their neighbours" 
(1988:8). Even allowing for different lengths of tenancy (neighbours generally had 
been tenants longer than victims), the victim group still had a 60% higher rate of 
victimisation. This has specific relevance for the Loughborough study where students 
have relatively short lengths of tenancy in student housing. 
Reviewing data from the 1982 and 1984 BCS the authors show that repeat burglary 
victimisation "greatly exceeds expected levels" (1988:9). As they put it " ..... the 
probability of being victimised for a second time, given that a household has been 
burgled once, looks to be around 3 to 4 times as high as the probability of being 
victimised for a first time, using national samples" (1988:9). 
The authors then describe how the preventative initiative commenced, the constraints 
of funds and timing, and the final selection of the target group as being those who had 
been burgled before. The elements of the initiative are then described in detail, e.g. 
removing pre-payment fuel meters, improving security and the roles of the 
Community Support team. A system called 'Cocoon Neighbourhood Watch' was also 
introduced- where victimised premises are placed at the centre of a small 'cocoon'. 
The evaluation of the initiative showed that burglaries in Kirkholt fell from 316 in 
1986 to 147 in 1987 (for the corresponding period in each year). This was against a 
background of a slight increase in the rest of the sub-division. There was also no 
indication of any displacement from Kirkholt to surrounding areas. Looking at repeat 
victimisation, the effect was even more dramatic. The initiative period led to a 
reduction of more than 80% of repeat burglaries, far outstripping the general decline 
in burglary on Kirkholt. 
Biting Back II: Reducing Repeat Victimisation in Huddersfield by S.Chenery, I Holt 
and K.Pease (1997) relates to an initiative commissioned by the Home Office Police 
Research Group which ran from October 1994 to March 1996. The objective was to 
develop a strategy to reduce repeat burglary and motor vehicle crime in the 
Huddersfield Division of the West Yorkshire Police. 
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The report commences with a review of the current !mow ledge about repeat 
victimisation and quotes W.Skogan (1996) who refers to is as "the most important 
criminological insight of the decade" (1997:1). The Huddersfield project was an 
attempt to apply repeat victimisation (r.v.) crime prevention tactics, which had been 
shown to work on a small scale (e.g. Kirkholt above), to a large police operational 
unit. The crime profile of the Division showed that there were many repeat burglaries 
and car crimes and that these tended to occur quickly after the prior crime had been 
committed. Unlike other r.v. prevention initiatives, this project sought to grade the 
intensity of the response by relating the number of prior offences recorded for that 
target, and as the number of prior offences increased so the focus shifted from 
prevention to detection. 
The authors then describe the process of implementing the initiative, describing the 
difficulties and the compromises that were encountered. They also outline the tactics 
used, such as monitored alarms, other security equipment and 'cocoon watch'. 
Funding issues are also discussed with the explanation that the first such project of 
this type is likely to incur costs above that which will be necessary for subsequent 
projects. Staffing requirements and roles are also explained in detail, as is the role of 
the organisations who 'partner' with the police, such as the Local Authority and the 
University of Huddersfield. It is noted that the university played a bigger role than 
originally intended because " .... student homes frequently suffered repeated 
burglary .... "(l997:13) and the university appointed a research assistant to "undertake 
a student victimisation survey and campus crime campaign" (1997:13). As the authors 
explain, "Formal procedures now exist which pressure students' landlords to repair 
and upgrade security after a burglary. They are advised that failure to do so may lead 
to their removal from the university's official housing list" (1997:13). (This aspect is 
discussed in the Loughborough study). The victims were also key partners as without 
their willingness to introduce new precautions the effectiveness of the initiative would 
have been minimised. 
The authors then review the evidence from the initiative in order to assess whether it 
worked. They caution against the dangers of overly optimistic accounts and review 
the difficulties of assessing applied research. The results are summarised in tabular 
form and these show a heightened awareness of the project amongst police officers 
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and crime victims, as well as significant decreases in the level of domestic burglary 
(down 30%) and thefts from motor vehicle (down 20%). There was also no evidence 
of crime displacement. Burglary victims were also generally more satisfied with 
police services than those across the force area as a whole. The data also showed that 
the level of repeat victimisations during the project period were lower than those 
elsewhere in the force area. The authors show the effect of the initiative in terms of 
the incidence of crime (i.e. the numbers of crime in relation to the population), crime 
prevalence (the proportion of the population that is victimised), and crime 
concentration (the number ofvictimisations per victim). As they point out, although 
the initiative led to a reduction in crime concentration, "this will only be translated 
into crime reduction if the prevalence of victimisation has not increased" (1997:24). 
The evidence suggests that prevented crime was not displaced elsewhere in the force 
region " .... or to hitherto un-victimised people in the Huddersfield area" (1997:26). 
The report then examines the lessons learned from the project and the plans for future 
action. In particular the authors discuss the difficulties associated with defining repeat 
vehicle crime, such as whether it should be: 
• offences carried out on the same vehicle 
• offences on any vehicle which has the same keeper 
• or any vehicle in the same place, e.g. house drive or parking bay. 
They introduce the concept of"circumscription of target" (1997:28) which relates to 
the high risk of being the target of a crime and hence worthy of crime prevention 
attention. The authors conclude by describing the next stage in the crime prevention 
process, which is linking data from repeat victimisation with offender profiling which, 
they argue," .... would advance the understanding of both" (1997:32). (See also Pease 
1998 [below] on this linkage) 
Repeat Victimisation:Taking Stock by Ken Pease (1998) reviews current research on 
repeat victimisation and examines the effect of crime reduction projects which have 
been based on repeat victimisation concepts. Pease commences with an introduction 
which outline the Home Office definition of repeat victimisation which is that it 
occurs" .... when the same person or place suffers from more than one incident over a 
specified period of time" (Bridgeman and Hobbs 1997 quoted in Pease 1998:1). The 
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author explains that whilst the extent of repeat victimisation is generally well known 
the implications for applications in crime control are not. According to Pease, the 
reason for this is that the wide publication of research on repeat victimisation has 
often not appeared in journals which are widely read by the police. Pease argues that 
too little has been published specifically for police readership and what had appeared 
has often dealt with the specifics of particular projects. The aim of this report is 
therefore to link repeat victimisation research with crime reduction opportunities, to 
suggest possible courses of action and to relate repeat victimisation (r.v.) research to 
other current crime prevention thinking. As Pease explains "seeing how r.v. works, 
and considering it alongside hot spot analysis, offender profiling and proactive 
policing allows a choice of approach more precisely tailored to local circumstances" 
(1998:1). The thrust of the report is thus clearly aimed at increasing the effectiveness 
of crime reduction initiatives. 
The author then moves on to review the evidence from r.v. research. Taking the first 
claim that victimisation predicts victimisation, Pease reviews both British and US 
evidence. Examining BCS data he shows that for property crimes, 2% of victims 
account for 41% of all such incidents, and for personal crimes, the figure rises to 59% 
for just 1% of the victim population. However, he cautions about getting 'hung-up' on 
the actual numbers, explaining that the counting conventions used can have a large 
impact on the calculation. Nonetheless, Pease invites readers who are sceptical of 
statistics to review the press which often carries accounts of chronic victimisation for 
a small number of people. He also shows the marked concentration of crime in 
retailing and manufacturing premises. Reviewing data from a 1997 survey carried out 
by Wood et. al., he shows that 2% ofbusinesses suffered 60% of employee theft and 
that 1% suffered 45% of all robberies. As he points out, "Prior crime seems to be the 
best single variable predictor routinely available to the police in the absence of 
specific intelligence" (1998:5). It is precisely for this reason that the topic was 
included in the Loughborough survey. 
Pease then examines whether all victims are equally prone to repeat victimisation and 
concludes that they are not. As examples he shows that lone parent households have a 
higher risk ofr.v. than do the elderly. He also discusses the factors that influence 
whether or not a repeat victimisation is likely to take place, and describes in detail 
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how changing the target after a crime can reduce the likelihood of a repetition. He 
then discusses how crime can predict crime both spatially and at the level of the 
individual- the so-called 'hot spot'. Reviewing research by Bennett (1995) which 
shows that just over one third of all domestic burglaries which took place within a 
'hot spot' were part of a series, Pease emphasises the importance of this evidence 
"because taking police and other resources to repeat victims automatically takes them 
to places where crime is high" ('1998:6). Thus 'hot spot' and r.v. demarcation may 
overlap. Failure to exchange information on both or worse, rivalry between the two 
approaches could lessen the impact of the crime prevention efforts. 
Pease then reviews how r.v. can explain an area's victimisation profile. Looking at 
incidence, prevalence and concentration 13 he shows that different measures illustrate 
contrasting trends in a specific area, e.g. as in the US where a declining burglary rate 
is explained by a decline in prevalence with concentration remaining virtually 
constant. 
Turning to the speed with which repeat victimisation occurs, Pease shows that it tends 
to happen quickly, one reason being that temporary repairs make a premises more 
prone to a repeat offence. This has particular relevance to student housing and 
underlines the necessity for quick and effective repairs. He then describes the 
concepts of 'flag' and 'boost' factors. 'Flag' being the enduring level of risk faced by 
a particular target (e.g. attractive house or on the edge of a poor area) and 'boost' 
being the feedback that the offender obtains about what he or she is likely to 
experience (e.g. getting away with a small fraud is likely to 'boost' repetitions). Pease 
goes on to explain that responding quickly to victimisation is the right thing to do, 
whether the influence is 'flag' or 'boost' based- the reason being that it gets police 
effort to the right people. Understanding the distinction is necessary in deciding what 
to do about a r.v. strategy. 
Acknow !edging that statistical data alone may not convince a sceptical police 
audience, Pease then draws on evidence from offender accounts which show the 
13 Incidence= number of crimes per person available to be victimised; Prevalence =the proportion of 
available people who are victimised, and Concentration =number of victimisations per person 
victimised (Pease 1998). 
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influence of both 'flag' and 'boost' influences. And although not wholly conclusive, 
he reviews evidence which indicates that possibly 75% of all repeats are by the same 
offender. 
Having established the existence and dimensions of r. v., Pease moves on to discuss 
how this knowledge can be applied to police action. He reviews the Kirkholt project 
(see above) and those that followed in its wake, all of which showed varying degrees 
of success. The significance ofr.v. is now such that " .... the Home Office has 
introduced repeat victimisation as a key performance indicator for the police" 
(1998:18). 
Turning to a number of questions surrounding r.v. he shows that for most crimes, 
except those which end in the death or departure of the victim and victimless crimes, 
there is a strong element ofr.v. And even ifr.v. strategies result in crime 
displacement, not all crime is displaced so there is a net gain. Further, the opposite 
may occur and reductions extend to areas beyond the boundaries of the target area, the 
"diffusion of benefits" (1998:22) phenomena. Pease then discusses the dangers ofr.v. 
work leading to a tendency to blame the victim, and some of the points which should 
be stressed, such as pointing out to the victims the factors which make them 
vulnerable, as long as these are not linked to any offer of help. Pease also introduces 
the concept of 'virtual repeats'; such as the mugging of an identical twin. This factor 
is also illustrated by the theft of the same make/model car from the same car park, or 
burglaries of filling stations in a chain where the layout is identical. Burglary of 
student rooms in Halls of Residence could also fall into this category. 
The remainder of the report reviews future options for crime prevention strategies 
based on r.v. and some of the obstacles likely to be encountered. Pease notes that r.v. 
information is imperfectly collected by police crime data and also the evidence from 
a study of the 1992 BCS which indicates an inverse relationship between the number 
of victimisations and the willingness to report. The difficulty in defining repeats, e.g. 
in terms of place, or person (or both), is also explored. 
Reviews of other literature confirms that repeat victimisation is a feature of many 
different crime types. In a survey of commercial burglaries Tilley (1993) found that 30% 
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of the premises surveyed had been the victims of burglary (or attempted burglary). This 
compares with the 1992 BCS estimate of5.3% for domestic burglary, with even the 
highest rate in the worst area being 14.4%. The study also found that 39% were re-
burgled at least once, and 40% of these took place within the first ten weeks. And of 
those re-burgled at least once, 48% were re-burgled twice within 12 months of the first 
incident. Of this group, 57% were re-burgled at least three times within twelve months of 
the first incident. From this Tilley (1993:7) concludes that ''vulnerability is clearly 
unevenly distributed". Bridgeman (1997) also found that on industrial estates, 25% of 
premises accounted for 75% of burglaries and that in Leicester, 61% of small businesses 
had been re-burgled, the average being three times per year. He also found that 9-10% of 
students are bullied weekly, or more frequently, and that in a 6 month period 21% of 
computer thefts were repeats. In other studies Sampson and Phillips (1992) found that 
67% of families who were victims of racial attacks were repeat victims and Morley and 
Mullender (1994) found that 90% of cases of domestic violence represented multiple 
incidents. 
Anderson (et a/1995) found that the following proportions of various crimes were 
repeats: 
• 16% of domestic burglaries 
• 28% of commercial burglaries 
• 6% of theft ofvehicle14 
• 10% of theft from vehicle 
Not only do a few victims experience a large number of crimes, the repeat victimisation 
also takes place shortly after the first event occurring (Farrell & Pease 1993). Some 50% 
of residential re-burglaries take place within 7 days of the first event (Bridgeman & 
Sampson 1994) and 79% of school burglaries and property crime take place within the 
first month. Most repeat racial attacks occur within the first week (Sampson & Phi111ips 
1992) and 35% of repeat domestic violence incidents occur within 5 weeks (Lloyd et a! 
1994). Not only is the same assailant usually involved but the frequency and severity of 
attacks increases over time (Morley & Mull ender 1994). In a study of school property 
crime Bridgeman (1996) found that 62% of offences occurred within one month of the 
14Bridgeman & Sampson (1994) found this figure to be 25%. 
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first offence. A 'diffusion of benefit' was also noted by schools near to those which had 
introduced 'School Watch' programmes. Around 60% of second commercial burglaries 
take place within six weeks of the first and thus the heightened risk declines steeply over 
time (Bridgeman & Sampson 1994). A by-product of multiple victimisation is that as the 
number of victimisations increase, so there is less likelihood that the incident will be 
reported to the police (Chenery et a/1997). This has particular significance for non-
reporting of crime to campus security staff and further underscores the benefits of crime 
surveys at revealing the 'dark figure' of crime. 
In addition to the point mentioned above, repeat victimisation studies are of special 
importance in the context of student crime because they indicate that: 
• A small number of victims suffer repeat victimisations 
• The probability of a repeat burglary is higher than the first burglary victimisation 
• Repeat victimisation occurs quite soon after the previous incident. 
These three factors alone provide an opportunity for prevention strategies. For example, 
even if it is not surprising that a number of thefts of vehicles are repeats, simply knowing 
that this is the case enables an analysis to take place to establish the causal factors (e.g. 
careless owners; vulnerable car park; poor vehicle security) and thereby helps formulate 
a crime mitigation plan. Similarly, a burglary at a student household indicates a 
heightened risk of a repeat within a narrow time window. Just focussing quickly on the 
repeats should lower the overall burglary rate. On the other hand, in cases other than 
burglary, where repeats are low, there is less need to devote resources to this strategy. 
2.3 Student Crime Victimisation 
In 1996 there were almost 1. 7 million enrolled higher education students in the UK 
and this had increased by almost 55% over the previous 5 years (Campbell & 
Bryceland 1998). The commercial reality of pressure on HEis to continually increase 
their student numbers may shift emphasis towards providing a safe and secure 
enviromnent in order to attract student applicants and crime prevention may in time 
become a core issue. College age people (18-24 years) have lifestyles associated with 
a higher risk of victimisation, however variables such as the percentage of students 
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living on campus and the size of the campus compared to the community population 
may also contribute to a crime occurring (Femandez & Lizotte 1995). Universities 
have also become prime targets for outside criminals who realise that the university 
population comprises young people with little or no crime prevention awareness 
(Powell 1981 ), but whilst public paths through a campus have been shown to be a major 
crime generator, "most campus crimes are committed by campus insiders" (Brantingham 
& Brantingham 1995: 134) and 95% of campus crime has been found to be linked to 
alcohol or drugs (Femandez & Lizotte 1995). 
There is a lack of good data on campus crime because it is largely drawn from official 
statistics which do not necessarily reflect the actual level of criminal activity. "For 
many years, the reality of campus crime was hidden, passed off as youthful pranks, or 
held up as idiosyncratic events" (Fisher & Sloan 1995 :3) but recent cases now portray 
the campus as a dangerous environment. The first lawsuits against a college for 
criminal victimisation occurred in the USA in the late 1970s and by the 1990s these 
had grown significantly causing colleges to upgrade security and provide crime 
prevention advice. The two main areas of claims have been: 
• failing to warn students about known risks of victimisation, and 
• failing to fulfil the duty of care by providing reasonable security protection (Fisher & 
Sloan 1995). 
Campus crime is also a matter of growing fear and public concern in Canada and there is 
"a perception that campuses are dangerous places for women" (Brantingham & 
Brantingham 1995:124). In spite of this, research about fear of victimisation and 
perceived risk15 of victimisation has been fairly minimal and according to Fisher, Sloan 
and Wilkins (1995:180) ''to our knowledge, no published research has yet examined the 
perception of risk of victimisation among students ... .in a university context" (emphasis 
in original). 
Other researchers take a different view about the extent of campus crime. A recent 
survey showed that 40% of respondents experienced at least one victimisation during 
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their time at college but that the rate of crime on campuses is generally much lower than 
that of the surrounding community (Femandez & Lizotte 1995). If crime rates are 
calculated using the daily average population at risk (OAP AR) (i.e. includes students, 
staff and visitors), then campuses seem to be especially safe, rather than dangerous 
(Brantingham & Brantingham 1995). 
However, the characteristics of the neighbouring community may affect the level of 
crime on campus (and vice versa) and campuses and students may be seen as low risk 
targets by offenders. Heightened crime prevention measures in the neighbourhood may 
also 'displace16' crime on to the campus (Femandez & Lizotte) but any 'spill over' may 
be limited to particular crimes only. 
As mentioned at the beginning of this literature review, there is a dearth of research 
on the topic of students as victims of crime and campus crime surveys, and what little 
exists is primarily US based. The leading US authority on the topic is Dr. Bonnie 
Fisher at the University of Cincinnati and the researcher was fortunate to be able to 
meet her in June 2000 whilst she was a Visiting Research Fellow at the Scarman 
Centre at the University of Leicester. In discussions, Dr. Fisher confirmed that to her 
knowledge there had been little research on the topic in the UK and that she was 
surprised that this issue had not been given more attention. Dr. Fisher kindly provided 
copies of recent publications that she had authored and these are covered later, but 
this section of the literature review commences with what appears to be the only 
published UK work that relates specifically to campus crime. 
Policing the Campus: Providing a safe and secure environment by police sergeants K. 
Campbell and C. Bryceland (1998) reports on research 17 involving 157 Higher 
Educational Institutes (HEis)18• The authors, who at the time were serving members 
of Strathclyde Police19, state that "in the UK the policing ofHEis and their campus is 
an area of police work which to date has not been researched and examined to any 
15 
"Perceived risk" is the assessment of the probability of victimisation and "fear of victimisation" is an 
emotional response to the perceived danger (Fisher, Sloan and Wilkins 1995). 
16 For an explanation of how crime might be displaced see Tasler 1986 and Pease 1994. 
17 The study was sponsored by the Home Office Research Award Scheme which recognised the dearth 
of research into University-related crime. 
18 Includes Universities, Institutes of Higher Education, Medical Schools, Agricultural and Art 
Colleges. 
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significant degree" (1998:ii). They further describe the HEI and its campus as " .... one 
of the largest and most identifiable communities in the UK" (1998:ii) and thus their 
research is from a policing perspective - focus sing on targeting of resources and the 
development of crime reduction strategies. 
The research set out to examine the nature and scale of crimes on HEis, the reporting 
and recording processes used, existing security and personal safety measures on 
campuses, the identification of good practices and finally to develop a framework to 
facilitate effective crime reduction strategies. The report begins by briefly reviewing 
some previous literature and research studies and the authors state that HEis are 
"communities in their own right" and they conclude from their literature review 
" .... (that) there is a lack of research in the UK about policing and crime on the 
campus and how it should be managed" (1998:1). They submit that the numerous 
crime reduction efforts that have been made have been done in a vacuum without 
evaluation and the sharing of information, which in turn has led to fragmented 
policing strategies. The authors argue that as pressure grows in HEis to operate more 
on commercial principles (i.e. post Dearing Committee report of July 1997) so there 
may be a heightened emphasis on a safe and secure environment in order to attract 
applicants. Concurrently HEis may also turn to their local police force for greater 
support, and crime prevention is" ... .likely to become a legitimate and core issue" 
(1998:2). 
The authors then document the growth of the higher education sector, showing that 
there are approximately 1. 7 million HEI students in the UK and that in the four years 
from 1990/1, student numbers increased by 55%. Proportionately both the number of 
female students and staff has grown at higher rates than for males, the large number of 
females having clear implications for crime prevention strategies and women's safety. 
A growth has also been seen in the number of overseas students with those now 
accounting for over 10% of all HEI students. Thus high crime levels could have a 
substantial impact on an Institution's ability to attract female and/or overseas students. 
19 The authors were serving as crime prevention officers in Glasgow City Centre. 
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Contrasting research on the development of campus security in the UK and the USA, 
the authors confirm that there has been little documented on this subject in the UK, 
whereas data from the USA shows the growth of both sworn 'University police' and 
privately operated campus policing initiatives. The authors argue that the relatively 
recent focus on campus security in the USA has been driven by the need to 
demonstrate to a competitive market that the enviromnent is safe and secure, and to 
" .... overcome public suspicion that serious crime, including crime against the person, 
was being covered up" (1998:5). This cover-up theme has been echoed by others-
see Fisher & Sloan (1995:17) who claim that" .... for many years, crime and violence 
on college campuses were the 'dirty little secret' of higher education". Whilst this 
assessment is based on Fisher and Sloan's US studies, the evidence from Campbell 
and Bryceland plus the data from the Loughborough study provides the first 
indication that the same may be true of the UK. The potential for high profile 
litigation has also weighed in the balance. 
The authors then go on to set out their research aims and objectives (mentioned 
earlier) in which they identify a number of key issues which they were unable to 
examine, but which from part of the Loughborough study. These include: 
• Fear of crime 
• Repeat victimisation 
• Crime against overseas students (the Loughborough study uses ethnicity rather 
than country of residence) 
• Location of enviromnental factors contributing to crime 
• Misuse of controlled substances 
• Non-reporting of crime 
They comment that "It may be that some of these issues should be researched 
separately to establish their effect on the personal safety and security issues at HEis" 
(1998:6). 
Referring to the methodology and sources of data used the authors describe an open-
ended pilot survey distributed to 76 delegates attending a March 1997 meeting ofthe 
Association of University Chief Security Officers, for which the response rate was 
43% (33 returns). The findings of this pilot study are not reported but were used to 
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help frame the main questionnaire. Additional data was obtained from crime records 
held both by the HEis and by the police, and by follow-up visits and case studies. The 
authors comment that requests for statistical data from the police and/or HEis 
provided less than complete information and they discuss the implications of this in 
the following chapter. 
The main research questionnaire study was sent to each of the following groups 
within the participating HEis: Security Manager; Security Patrol Officer; Police 
Liaison Officer and Police Crime Manager. Looking at these groups it is clear that the 
focus of the research was on information from official, or quasi official sources, as 
they explain " .... during the visits the authors met with security managers, security 
officers, local police representatives and in some cases, student representatives" 
(1998:7, emphasis added). Thus it is reasonable to argue that the findings will be 
skewed to the degree to which these sources do not represent or are unable to 
comment on the true level and nature of criminal activity in HEis. Evidence from the 
Loughborough study on the scale of under-reporting of crime further emphasises this 
apparent disconnect. 
The response rate to the main questionnaire was 66% (compared with 71% for the 
Loughborough study) with the highest response rate (77%) coming from security 
managers and the lowest (60%) from police officers. The response rate also showed 
that 50% of the HEis returned all4 sets of questionnaires and 5%just one. The results 
(based on a rating scale of 1-5) were divided into two groups for comparison 
purposes, the groups comprising 'people on the ground' (the security and police 
officers) and 'people with an overview' (the security and crime manager). The 
remainder of the report reviews the findings with a final chapter which makes 
recommendations for good practices on campus policing. 
The findings begin with an examination of the extent of campus crime and the degree 
to which both the police and HEI crime reporting systems are able to report and 
interrogate data. The authors acknowledge that police force systems are frequently 
different and " .... some more complex and effective than others" (1998:12). 
Inexplicably, having identified that a lack of a standard police system is in itself a 
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problem, they then go on to argue for the implementation of individual (and non-
standard!) systems in each of the HEis. 
Reviewing the evolvemene0 of the 1990 USA Student Right to Know and Campus 
Security Act the authors state that at present there is no UK law requiring HEis to 
produce yearly crime figures and that " .... any attempt to do so is likely to be met with 
vociferous objection as a consequence of a fear of bad publicity .... " (1998:13). The 
authors argue that the production of such a report would be a good performance 
indicator and a demonstration of the common duty of care. They mention the 
University of Birmingham's security department's annual report which is available 
for inspection "by anyone requesting to do so" (1998:13). The key is obviously 
knowing about the existence of the document. 
Camp bell and Bryceland then go on to describe the factors that contribute to the costs 
of crime, and to review the results of the analysis, and as they acknowledge "reported 
crime does not give the true picture of the extent of crime ... " (1998:14)-
commenting that only 39% of crime is reported in England and Wales. Describing the 
responses the authors show that a number ofHEis either did not record crime figures 
or did not do so in a way that allowed for meaningful analysis. In a number of 
instances the police were also unable to provide figures for the specific location 
(presumably because they are not recorded in a way to facilitate analysis), and the 
authors conclude that "the results show that a majority ofHEis and police forces do 
not accurately record crime occurring within the confines ofHEis in a way that allows 
for quick and easy retrieval and crime pattern analysis" (1998:15). As they point out, 
this is at odds with responses from both security and police staff who generally (50-
70%) agree that their reporting procedures allow for easy crime pattern analysis and 
trend identification. 
Reviewing the data the authors show that theft accounts for just over 25% of all 
reported incidents, with burglary and vandalism being the most common. It should be 
noted that unlike the Loughborough survey which only related to crimes where 
students were victims, this data included all reported crime and as such would include 
20 From the 1988 State of Pennsylvania 'Right to Know Law' which was enacted as a result of a 
campaign following the rape and murder of a student at Lehigh University in !986. 
55 
both REI and staff7visitor property. The authors bemoan the fact that they are unable 
to distinguish thefts/burglaries at student residences on campus (NB - not student off-
campus residence which was included in the Loughborough survey), and also that 
"the inability of both the police and the HEis to readily make the distinction is 
regrettable .... " (1998:17). The results also show little evidence of crimes ofviolence 
or indecency which the authors suggest may be " .... swept under the carpet by HEis" 
(1998;17). In fact, the Loughborough survey shows a high level of underlying 
violence. 
Comparing crimes reported/recorded by the police and by the HEis, the authors show 
that there is a tendency for the police to undercount crime by around 30% and they 
conclude that ''these results show quite categorically that there is a lack of 
communication between both parties and each is failing to advise the other of reported 
incidents" (1998:19). The authors then go on to review some of the possible 
explanations for this. Ofless significance to the Loughborough study, the authors then 
examine the role, training and staffing of campus security personnel. 
The following chapter of the report then reviews the 'policing' of the campus, 
drawing on comments from security managers and security officers, as well as data 
from the main questionnaire. It is worth noting that none of the seven responses 
quoted in this chapter come from a student, and that student input appears to have 
been non-existent, further demonstrating the skewed nature of the report. If one is 
seeking meaningful information about the effectiveness of both the security and 
police services it would have been reasonable to elicit feedback from the 'consumers' 
of the services. Perceptions of effectiveness will doubtless affect the degree of 
willingness to report incidents. 
In considering personal safety issues, the authors comment that there has been a 
reluctance ofHEis to formalise duty of care responsibilities into a written safety and 
security policy. Whilst acknowledging that some HEis in the past may have suffered 
from media misrepresentation of crime levels, they comment that" ... .it is equally 
dishonest and dangerous for HEis not to make the campus community aware of 
existing crime and safety risks" (1998:40). They also comment that some security 
56 
managers and senior police officers (in inner cities) were particularly sensitive to any 
media distortion of crime levels. 
Camp bell and Bryceland recommend instituting a process of risk assessment and they 
describe in some detail how the process should work. In so doing they comment that 
even though recorded offences against the person are low there is a lack of confidence 
in the accuracy of the figures, especially as many off-campus incidents are not 
recorded by campus administrators. The authors also mention that a number of other 
studies (no details provided} have shown that under-reporting is particularly high for 
aggressive and anti-social behaviour- a feature confirmed by the Loughborough 
study. At first glance this is counter-intuitive in that it would seem likely that victims 
of such crimes would feel aggrieved enough to report the incident. However, other 
explanations may be that victims in some way felt that they had contributed to the 
offence, or felt that by reporting the incident they may been seen as 'whingers' or 
trouble makers, or were afraid of repercussions, or even perhaps that it reflects that is 
the general state of affairs and hence is not worth reporting. It may also be that the 
victims knew the offender. Earlier research (see Sparks et a/1977) indicates that 
reporting decreases when victim and offender are known to each other, similar to non-
reporting of domestic violence. When asked to rate the importance of a number of 
factors contributing to crime, the physical characteristics of the campus (i.e. isolated 
buildings and poor lighting) was rated as number one. This is consistent with the 
findings from the Loughborough study. 
The authors then review the effectiveness of a number of personal safety initiatives 
(e.g. late night student bus service; personal safety advice) and then comment on the 
fear of crime. Although this latter topic forms a large part of the Loughborough study, 
Camp bell and Bryceland devote just one page to it. They review causative factors as 
indicated by the British Crime Surveys and identify that personal knowledge of an 
incident is a major factor and thus a single incident in a close-knit community can 
have a major impact. Research also shows that young people may be just as anxious 
about crime as the elderly, and that women are generally more fearful than men- this 
latter point of particular importance given the relative growth in the number of female 
students and which is confirmed by data from the Loughborough study. The authors 
conclude this section by stating that "high visibility police patrolling is one way by 
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which the police can increase community confidence in personal safety" (1998:50). 
This is at odds with evidence from the Loughborough survey where many responses 
were received to the effect that a high police presence indicates a troublesome area 
and one to be avoided. 
Moving on to reviewing the issues of partnership and communication the authors 
focus almost exclusively on relationships between the police and the security 
functions, although at times they widen this to include university management. What 
is clearly missing is a role for the student representatives. In fact they comment that 
"what is shown is that police involvement in liaison with student representatives and 
forums is very low and where they are involved, they are perceived to be reasonably 
ineffective" (1998:55). They do however show that there is a desire for a more active 
police involvement. 
Campbell and Bryceland then turn to the topic of alcohol and drug abuse (the latter 
covered in-depth in the Loughborough study). They discuss current media interest in 
the topic, a Government White Paper unveiling a ten year strategy to tackle drug 
misuse and previous literature on the topic. Research indicates that young males are 
heavier users than females and that cannabis is still the most commonly used illicit 
drug (these results being confirmed by the Loughborough study). Findings from a 
study by Mitchell and Bone (1997) reported by Camp bell and Bryceland suggest that 
in a survey of Further Educational Colleges, 45% of the sample respondents had used 
drugs. However, drug misuse crimes are a small part of the official campus crime 
figures and the authors examine some of the reasons for this. With regard to alcohol 
abuse, campus administrators and university security staff identified failure by the 
police to routinely supervise licensed premises on campus, especially the Student 
Union. Surprisingly, "campus security staff believe the Student Unions to be well 
managed" (1998:65) even though the Loughborough data identifies the Student Union 
as a crime hot-spot. 
Discussing the physical security ofHEis the authors acknowledge the difficulties of 
providing security whilst at the same time adhering to an 'open access' policy. 
However, the research shows that a number ofHEis have gone to considerable trouble 
and expense in introducing a degree of access control (e.g. the vehicle barrier gates at 
58 
Loughborough) whilst at the same time trying to maintain the open access ethos. 
Physical security measures also have to compete with other, perhaps more education-
orientated demands on funding. At the pilot questionnaire stage security managers 
identified the 'open access' policy as being a prime contributor to crimes against 
property, closely followed by the physical characteristics of the campus (e.g. layout of 
buildings and poor lighting, etc.). 
Campbell and Bryceland then review the risk assessment tools and strategies that are 
available and 72% of security managers confirmed that crime prevention surveys had 
been undertaken, but that often the effectiveness depended on funding being made 
available, and the authors reviewed responses to budgetary questions in the survey. 
The perceived effectiveness of access control, CCTV and intruder alarm initiatives are 
the examined before the authors review three case studies and the summary of key 
issues arising from their campus visits. 
The final chapter lists a number of recommendations against which an 'owner' (or 
owners) has been identified. It is indicative of the thrust of this report that of the 20 
action items listed, only one identifies the Student Union body on the list of'owners'. 
Camp bell & Bryceland' s reference to the growth of legislation in the USA (see 
footnote 20) following the death of a student at Lehigh University also demonstrates 
· how campus crime has a much higher profile in that country than in the UK. A web 
site (www.campussafety.org) entitled "Security on Campus" is maintained in memory 
ofJeanne Ann Cleary, the student who was the victim in this attack. This web site 
provides hot links to many campus related security issues, legislation and 
publications. It also details how the Campus Security Act was amended in 1998 and 
changed to the 'Cleary Act' in memory of her name. Given the relatively high profile 
of this topic in the USA it is appropriate that this review includes a number of works 
by the leading US researcher in this field, Bonnie Fisher. 
The first of Fisher's work to be reviewed is Crime in the Ivory Tower: The Level and 
Sources of Student Victimisation by B. Fisher, J. Sloan, F. Cull en and Chunmeng Lui 
(1998). The authors show how reports in popular and respected newspapers (e.g. the 
Washington Post and New York Times) of serious crimes on campus have raised the 
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profile of student victimisation to where it is seen to be " .... violent and as a 
widespread social problem in need of institutional and governmental intervention" 
(1998:671). They document how research by others has shown a high level of 
violence on campus and how lobbying by victims' parents has forced state and federal 
governments to introduce legislation requiring the disclosure of student victimisation. 
As they put it, "interest in claims of increased on -campus crime continues to hold the 
attention of Congress" (1998:672). However, they explain that whilst campus crime 
has increasingly been shown to be violent and widespread, in fact " ... .little is actually 
known about the nature, extent or causes of student victimisation .... " (1998:672). 
They then go on to explain why this is so. 
Firstly, the topic is still a relatively new one for researchers and thus there are many 
knowledge gaps, and very few studies into student victimisation have been published 
in professional journals. Further, the studies that have been published have either 
relied on anecdotal evidence or on official statistics, and, as they point out," .... have 
overlooked two areas of research: broad-based measures of both on-campus and off-
campus student victimisation" (1998:672). Also, the few large scale studies that have 
been undertaken have focussed on a single type of victimisation (e.g. violence), or a 
single type of crime, or on a small range ofvictimisations, e.g. those associated with 
violence such as rape or robbery. The authors argue that the problem with these 
studies is that little information is retrieved about the actual incidents. They also point 
out the "consistent lack of theoretical grounding" (1998:673) common to previous 
research and hence this study attempts to redress this by measuring a large number of 
college students in the 1993-94 academic year. 
Fisher et. al. used a structured telephone interview based on the National Crime 
Victimisation Survey (NCVS) to collect data on victimisations both on and off-
campus. In addition to reporting on the nature and extent of crime, the authors also 
compared the on and off-campus crime rates as well as lifestyle-routine activity 
factors which might have impacted on the rate of victimisation. The authors 
acknowledge that the NCVS (similar to the BCS) may not employ the appropriate 
range of questions for some types of victimisation (e.g. sexual assault) and also that 
the NCVS was only able to deliver results for the 20-24 age group, not directly 
comparable with the age group of their sample. This issue was also confronted in the 
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Loughborough study (see 4.6) and a sample was obtained from the BCS which 
comprised the 18-25 age group. As with Fisher's study, this was not a direct age 
correlation but in the absence of any other comparative data the results are at least 
suggestive. However, the primary difference between Fisher's study and that at 
Loughborough is that hers drew data from 12 institutions, and hence would be 
influenced by the different environmental, social and demographic factors 
surrounding these. 
Before reporting on the empirical analysis, the authors review how lifestyle and 
environmental factors may influence the risk of victimisation. They commence by 
examining a number of theories which underscore the relationship in space and time 
between the victim, the offender and a capable guardian21 They show that whilst 
support for these theories is mixed, there is consistent evidence to show that some 
individuals run higher risks than others, and that this heightened risk is associated 
with certain demographic and lifestyle factors. They comment that "there is a reason 
to believe that the demographics of students and their on-campus lifestyle and routine 
activities can create opportunities for victimisation, especially for violence and theft" 
(1998:674). They then go on to review the relationship between demographic and 
lifestyle theories of crime in the context of students and how this might indicate an 
enhance risk of violence and theft. After an in-depth review the authors suggest that 
there is reason to believe on-campus students may run a higher victimisation risk than 
a similar age cohort. On the other hand, there is also a reason to believe that the 
students' risk factors are primarily a function of their youth and that therefore they are 
equally likely to be victimised either on or off-campus and compared with a similar 
·aged cohort. They conclude this section by stating that "to date, however, these 
speculations have not been tested empirically" (1998:680). 
The authors then move on to describe their research methodology and how it was 
informed by the studies already reviewed. Their objective was" .... to develop and test 
a multilevel theoretical model to explain on-campus violent and theft victimization of 
students" (1998:682). 
21 See for example Felson 1996 
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They discuss the selection of the research group (34 72 students out of a potential pool 
of 8,707 ,053) and they report a response rate of 71% (similar to that at 
Loughborough). The age and ethnic mix of the respondents as well as their type of 
study programme (e.g. full time) is also described. In addition to obtaining primary 
data from the student group the researchers also mailed a brief survey questionnaire to 
selected campus officials (e.g. directors of campus security) to which they received a 
I 00% response rate. The authors also collected secondary data relating to the 
characteristics of the school as well as US Census data (socio-economic and 
demographic) for the surrounding areas. 
Reporting on the results of the nature and extent of student victimisation the authors 
show that "overall, 37% of the students had experienced at least one type of 
victimisation since the beginning of the 1993-94 academic year" (1998:690). (This 
compares with 56.5% in the Loughborough study). On-campus victimisations were 
23.7% and off-campus 19%. Simple (common) assault was the most common form of 
victimisation (confirmed in the Loughborough study), however sexual assaults were 
also "comparatively prevalent" (1998:690). Interestingly, "motor vehicle theft was 
rare" (690), (whereas the Loughborough survey shows this to be relatively frequent), 
although theft from vehicle was more common. Comparing on and off-campus crime 
rates shows that for some crimes the on-campus risk is higher and for other it is not. 
(Although not specifically mentioned, the time that an individual spends on and off-
campus intuitively suggests that the risks will vary, e.g. if the student lives off-campus 
then the off-campus burglary risks for that individual will be higher. Similarly, if 
research shows that violence is associated with alcohol (e.g. pubs and clubs) - and if 
these are predominantly off-campus then the off-campus risk for violent crime will be 
higher). Also, the risk of theft was related to sex and age, with young males running 
the highest risk (again confirmed by the Loughborough study). 
Reporting on the results and comparing those with risk factors in other sectors of 
society, the authors conclude that "the results reported here suggest that students seem 
particularly at risk for having their property stolen" (1998:697). Also, confirming 
earlier lifestyle-routine activity research, the authors showed "that students who led 
'risky' lifestyles -that is, who partied on campus several nights per week and were 
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more likely to take recreational drugs -were more likely to be a victim of on-campus 
violent crime" (1998:702). 
The second of Fisher's work is Campus Policing and Victim Services by B. Fisher 
and M. Bromley (forthcoming), the introduction to which documents the growth in 
college attendance from colonial times to the late 20'h century and the concomitant 
growth in concern about on-campus crimes. The authors quote a number of 
researchers (e.g. Smith 1989 and Carrington 1991) who have reported on the growth 
of on-campus crime and they conclude that "observations like these have led some 
educators and researchers to abandon their traditional 'ivory tower' image of 
campuses in lieu of another image of campuses - 'hot spots' of criminal activity" 
(2000:2). They also review other researchers who have described campuses as 
'dangerous places' and 'armed camps'. 
The authors comment on how the role and function of campus police has evolved over 
the past 100 years in response to the changing pattern of college attendance and crime 
victimisation, and set out the aims of their research, which are: 
• To trace the evolution of the campus security department from night-watchmen to 
law enforcers 
• How the rising awareness of campus victimisation has influenced campus policy 
and victim services 
• How colleges and police departments have responded to the needs for victim 
services, and 
• A discussion of the challenges faced when dealing with campus crime victims and 
some suggested recommendations. 
The evolution ofthe campus security service providers is shown to have been largely 
influenced by three factors, i.e.: 
• Increased college attendance 
• External political events, and 
• The changing nature of on-campus crime. 
The authors trace the origins of the modem campus police departments to Yale 
University in 1894 when two officers were hired to police the campus in response to 
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"frequent conflicts between New Haven residents and Yale students" (4i2• However, 
Yale's response was atypical and most colleges relied on support from the local police 
departments and the Dean typically handled student misdemeanours. During the early 
part of the 20th century colleges hired a large number of retired police or military 
officers who mainly provided a night-watchmen service. In the 1930s this night-
watchmen service evolved into one of enforcement of rules and regulations and 
although during the 1940s and 1950s campuses were still relatively crime free, the 
growth of parking problems and alcohol-related issues signalled the need for a 
professional on-campus police service. 
The authors show that it was in the 1960s and 1970s that campus security evolved 
from the night-watchmen service, the catalysts being the Civil Rights movement and 
the anti-Vietnam war protests. As universities turned to hiring better educated and 
fully trained police officers so state governments acted to extend policing authority to 
officers at educational institutions. As the authors claim, "with these internal and 
external changes, the role of the campus police officer had moved from a night 
watchmen-security guard perspective to an orientation that more closely resembled a 
professional police officer model" (2000:6). In the latter part of the 20th century 
external forces started to focus on campus crime and the issue was elevated on the 
political agenda, which in turn further drove institutions to extend the role of their 
campus police departments. 
Bromley and Fisher then report on the findings of two studies into modem campus 
police departments. The first by the National Centre for Education Statistics 
(published by the Department of Education), reported that 46% of institutions had 
sworn officers (i.e. they had the power of arrest) and 34% employed security officers 
or guards. The study also showed a variation in the type of police strategy by 
institution, with 80% of public four year institutions (similar to UK universities) 
opting for sworn officers. The second study by the US Department of Justice showed 
that 93% of public four year institutions with more than 2500 students relied on sworn 
officers. Although campus policing has many similarities to regular law enforcement 
and employees the same techniques (e.g. foot and dog patrols; community policing 
22 Possible the first incidence of "town vs gown" friction- an issue revealed by the Loughborough 
survey. 
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initiatives), the authors claim that" .... experts have observed that campus police 
emphasise service-related duties, are more crime prevention orientated, and are less 
focussed on enforcement duties than their municipal law enforcement counterparts" 
(2000:8). 
Turning to the rising awareness of crime on campuses and its effects on campus 
policing and services, the authors show how ''various parties interested in crime on 
college and university campuses have been successful in capturing the attention of 
policy makers at the state and federallevels"(2000: 11 ). This in turn has led to the 
enactment of new legislation as well as civil litigation which in turn it has sparked the 
topic as a research interest. 
The role of the media's intensive coverage of sensational campus related crimes is 
discussed and examples provided. Whilst claiming that the media has a legitimate role 
in raising general public awareness, the authors report that some researchers" .... have 
suggested that the focus on sensational infrequently occurring violent crimes has 
given the general public the impression that the typical campus is more dangerous and 
widespread than it really is" (2000:12). 
Decisions by civil courts have also raised public awareness and in addition 
demonstrated that universities can be held liable for some (foreseeable) acts that occur 
on campus. This in turn has prompted university administrators to examine the causes 
of such crimes. The authors then move on to a review of a number of landmark cases 
which broadly demonstrate that the student is owed a duty of care. They review the 
case at Lehigh University in 1986 (see also Camp bell & Bryceland 1998, reviewed 
earlier) and the outcome from the subsequent civil action- the enactment of state and 
federal campus crime reporting statutes. The passage ofthis legislation is then 
reviewed in depth by Bromley and Fisher. 
Turning to examine research into the nature and extent of on-campus crime the 
authors claim that "researchers have consistently shown that violent and theft 
victimisations are a young person's game, especially among males" (2000:20)-
findings confirmed by the Loughborough study (see also Sparks et a/1977). Lifestyle 
characteristics of students also place them in higher risk groups. In trying to determine 
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whether universities have serious crime problems the authors turn to official statistics 
and student crime survey as sources of information. 
Reviewing findings from research into official statistics, Bromley and Fisher 
acknowledge that these underestimate the number of actual incidents. Research 
consistently shows that property crimes are by far the most frequently occurring crime 
on campus. Victimisation surveys on the other hand typically record crimes not 
reported to the authorities. The authors explain that researchers have either focussed 
on the overall extent and nature of campus victimisation or on the sexual victimisation 
of female students. Results from general campus victimsation surveys are then 
reviewed, one of which showing that 24% of the sample had been victimised on 
campus. Property thefts were also shown to be particularly prevalent, with one survey 
showing that 27% of the sample had been the victim of an on-campus property crime 
compared to 5% for an on-campus personal crime. 
The authors then review research related to the sexual victimisation of females with 
evidence suggesting that between 8 and 15% of college women have been rape 
victims whilst being at university. Other research suggests that the risk factor is higher 
than that for the general population. Bromley and Fisher report on a US national level 
survey which showed that 2% of the sample had experienced rape during the 
academic year. As they put it, " assuming that a school has 5000 female students 
enrolled, this means that 100 of the female students would be raped on campus during 
the school year- an estimate that would alarm any school administrator" (2000:26). 
The authors also review evidence of physical violence to, and the stalking of female 
students. 
Bromley and Fisher then turn to examine how universities have responded to the 
needs for victim services and they document some of the influences that have been 
brought to bear. Legislation and court decisions have all played a part, as have parents 
and students. However, as they explain, "a review of the existing literature on campus 
victim services did not yield a wealth of information" (2000:28) and there were only a 
few studies which gave an insight into the current provision of victim services. They 
draw on two case studies (Michigan State University and South Florida University) to 
illustrate the current situation. 
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Finally, Bromley and Fisher examine the many challenges faced by campus police 
services. They explain that as each campus is unique with its own crime profile so the 
needs of the victims and the services needed " .... require a tailored approach to each 
respective campus" (2000:33). They argue that, as with generic crime prevention 
strategies, generic victim services may be equally ineffective. They explain that" .... to 
date, however, there is little, if any, research that has evaluated the quality or 
effectiveness of the campus police in providing victim services or their relationship 
with other service providers" (2000:34). Claiming that this is an area ripe for research, 
the authors define the key issues as being: 
• The evolution of campus police departments and how the adoption of community 
policing strategies has implications for the provision of new services 
• The focus oflegislatures, the media and watchdog bodies will require service 
providers to respond, and 
• The high level of property crimes revealed by research indicates a heightened 
need for specific services. 
A major challenge will be having university administrators acknowledge that a 
serious problem exists which requires intervention. This is an important pre-requisite 
to developing and implementing strategies for crime reduction and victim support. 
Another will be reducing the barriers to victim services -making them more 
accessible. One of the major factors here will be getting students to report crimes, as 
much research (including the Loughborough study) shows that a large proportion of 
crime goes unreported. Without knowledge of the actual nature and extent of crime 
victimisation it will be difficult to structure the type and delivery of victim support 
services. 
Other areas of concern include the stalking of women and what the authors describe 
as "undeserved victims" (2000:36), e.g. male victims of sexual assault, victims with 
disabilities and others who "do not fit 'neatly' into currently offered victim services" 
(2000:36). There is also the question about the extent to which campus police services 
are either trained or funded to adequately provide a wide range of victim services. 
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In conclusion, Bromley and Fisher argue that campus police and administrators 
"cannot ignore these challenges to providing quality victim services"; should 
"develop victim services that are shaped by their specific victimization patterns ... "; 
and that by so doing" .... campus police can be more effective providers of victim 
services ... and hopefully provide quality services to victims of any type of crime" 
(2000:37}. 
The last of Fisher's work to be reviewed is Reducing Crime and Fear of Victimisation 
on College and University Campuses. with Implications for Business and Industrial 
Parks (1999). Appearing in the journal of Reducing Crime Through Real Estate 
Development and Management (M.Felson and R.Peiser (eds)), this report 
commences by describing how environmental criminology has proceeded to the point 
where the courts are now holding universities liable for failing to provide a safe and 
crime-free environment, and how the duty of care extends to the physical design of 
the campus as well as the physical security measures that are introduced. 
Fisher describes two topics of interest to planners and facility managers as they 
consider measures to reduce the level of victimisation and fear of crime. The first is a 
review of the research that explains how certain demographic, lifestyle and physical 
characteristics of campuses create opportunities for crime. The second reviews a 
number of issues surrounding design and management of the physical environment 
and "poses questions that designers and mangers should ask when addressing the 
reduction of opportunities for crime and fear of crime" (1999: 1 03). This second 
section also includes a number of examples of crime reduction strategies which have 
been implemented. And as Fisher explains, as business and industrial parks can also 
be located in a campus setting so information from campuses can be used to influence 
crime reduction strategies in these locations. This discussion comprises the third part 
of her report. 
Beginning with the university community and its many safety and security needs, 
Fisher explains how a number of core and specific institutional characteristics (e.g. 
size, type of student body, proportion of on-campus residence and location) all 
. influence the campus crime rates. Taking many of these factors in turn she describes 
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how they influence crime rates and concludes that "researchers have found that the 
demographic characteristics of campuses encourage or discourage crime" (1999: 1 05). 
Explaining the basic concepts of the 'routine activities theory'23, Fisher describes how 
students' lifestyles raise the risk that they may become a victim of crime. Students 
typically bring with them many attractive personal items, e.g. CD players, stereos, 
computers, etc., and these are either concentrated in dormitories or in student housing 
where a number of students share a house (this latter point was noted in the 
Loughborough survey). Fisher shows that contrary to press reports, crimes of theft are 
greater than violent crimes on campus. She explains that proximity to offenders is a 
key factor with " .... research suggesting that students were more often victimised by 
their peers" (1999:106). (Although not discussed here by Fisher, this suggests that 
physical security measures which are aimed at restricting access to the campus by 
outsiders will be of marginal benefit). Frequent drug and alcohol abuse, a feature of 
student life, is also shown to raise the likelihood of victimisation. A transient 
population, with a new turnover each year, also reduces the likelihood of effective 
guardianship. Students also move from on to off-campus housing, further weakening 
this positive influence. 
Fisher then describes the risks to faculty and visitors by virtue of their routine 
activities, before turning to the topic of the fear of crime. She reports that 38% of 
college students were worried24 about crime on or near their campus. Confirming the 
Loughborough findings, Fisher reports that female students (and staff) are much more 
fearful than men, especially at night. 
Turning to the physical characteristics of the institutions, Fisher notes that "crime 
increases with density, because density increases anonymity and the availability of 
targets" (1999:109i5 Interestingly, she reports that researchers have found that not 
only is the crime rate higher when the campus is large in terms of acres, it is also 
higher the smaller the number of students per acre. Other research has shown 
23 The basic factors being (I )greater proximity of potential offenders, (2)exposure to potential 
offenders,(3)attractiveness of target, and (4)availability of capable guardian. See also Felson 1996. 
24 
''worried" in this context= "a great deal" or "a fair amount". 
25 For a fuller explanation of anonymity and ownership of space, see Defensible Space by 0. Newman, 
1972. 
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(Femandez & Lizotte 1995:92) that "community characteristics and crime rates had 
little effect on campus crime. Instead, campus crime rates were strongly affected by 
campus characteristics like the time students spent on campus, where they lived, the size 
of the campus, and the wealth of the students". However, high crime rates for theft of 
motor vehicles on campus are matched by similar high rates in the community. This 
could be due to: 
• students being careless or parking in undesirable areas 
• or thieves not distinguishing between the larger community and the campus. 
It has also been found that when the campus population is large in comparison with the 
community (as in Loughborough) then the crime rates in the community were low, i.e. 
there is an inverse relationship. This may be due to students being less likely than the 
wider community to engage in crime and hence campuses make ''make good 
neighbours" (Femandez & Lizotte 1995:93). An exception to this general rule is found 
with public order offences and campus crime rates are higher when students spend more 
time on campus. High dormitory rates should therefore lead to lower community crime 
rates. In general, research has found that rural campuses have lower crime rates than 
urban campuses and, with the exception of motor vehicle theft, little reciprocal 
relationship has been found between campus and community crime rates (Femandez & 
Lizotte 1995). 
Fisher reviews the characteristics of 'hot spots of fear' and confirms similar findings 
from the Loughborough study. These typically include locations with hiding places 
for potential offenders, poor lighting and restricted avenues for escape. She shows that 
people actively avoid the areas that they perceive as 'hot spots of fear', again 
confirming the Loughborough findings. She then reviews three recent studies which 
"suggest that the characteristics of surrounding neighbourhoods do not affect official 
campus crime rates or the probability of a student's becoming a victim" (1999:110). 
However, when the data is analysed in detail it does show a relationship between the 
surrounding area and vehicle crime, and more importantly, that 55% of crimes of off-
campus violence and 60% of off-campus threats happen within a mile of the campus. 
(Whilst this suggests that the surrounding neighbourhood at the micro level (i.e. the 
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nearby few streets) might have a strong influence over victimisation, it overlooks that 
there will also be a high proportion of students in this area on foot moving to and 
from the campus and it may be them rather than the residents who are the offenders. 
On the other hand, there is a likelihood that "outsiders" will be present in greater 
numbers on the edge of the campus (there will also be a greater supply of targets) and 
there will be a "boundary effect" as this is where most crimes committed by outsiders 
will occur. Fear generated by outsiders will also be at its highest on the boundary and as 
campus permeability increases (e.g. with the provision of walkways and through roads) 
so the level of fear will also be likely to increase). 
Whilst it is clear that the characteristics of the particular physical and social 
environment of the university exercise a unique influence over the crime rate, Fisher 
argues that "certain underlying elements of effective design and management, 
however, should be addressed in any attempts to reduce victimisation and fear on 
campus" (1999:110), and it is these that she turns to in the next section. 
Fisher explains that design and management strategies can not only reduce crime and 
fear of crime, but can also reduce legal liability "by addressing the all-important issue 
offoreseeability" (1999:111). She shows that rather than pleading ignorance a college 
is in a much better position to defend its case if it has implemented reasonable 
measures to prevent on-campus victimisation. She describes a number of crime 
prevention strategies that some colleges have initiated but points out that before 
developing such strategies it is essential that the university administrators understand 
the demographic, social and physical characteristics driving crime rates and the level 
of fear. This information is available from a number of official sources although 
official crime statistics do not show the full picture. As she point out, "the majority of 
on-campus crime is not reported: 75% of all crimes on campus go unreported to 
campus police or security" (1999:111). She does not mention whether or not crimes 
are reported to other 'authority figures', such as faculty, external police or parents 
(this reporting pattern was noted in the Loughborough survey). She recommends a 
campus victimisation survey to more accurately capture data on crime and fear of 
crime. Fisher points out the need to distinguish between crime hot spots and fear hot 
spots, as the latter may not be where most crimes are occurring. (This was confirmed 
by the Loughborough study which showed heightened fear of crime on certain 
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pathways whereas a large proportion of the crime occurred in the Student Union). 
Crime surveys can then be used to inform crime prevention strategies and involving 
campus community members in the identification of crime problems and the design of 
countermeasures enhances 'buy-in' across the campus, which is beneficial to 
administrators. 
Fisher then goes on to show how crime and fear of crime reduction strategies can be 
incorporated into many aspects of campus environmental design. To assist she 
provides a check-list of questions to be addressed when considering the plan of the 
site. Depending on the proposed usage of the facility, these generic questions can be 
supplemented by those that are more site specific. Underlying the whole concept are 
the basic principles of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED)26 
and police forces make recommendations made on these theories. (In the UK it is 
known27 that the Crime Prevention Officers have been trained in the principles of 
CPTED and each police force has an Architectural Liaison Officer (ALO) who has 
studied the theories and application ofCPTED in more depth). 
Moving on to review management issues Fisher describes how both Congress and 
some State governments have introduced legislation relating to on-campus safety and 
security. She shows how many campus administrators have introduced measures to 
restrict access, and returning to an earlier point that most perpetrators come from 
within, she describes how some specific electronic access control measures have been 
beneficial. She then examines how campus law enforcement departments have 
moved from being incident driven to being more proactive, whilst at the same time 
the universities have introduced educational strategies for reducing crime and 
modifying risky behaviour. Services for victims have improved (e.g. scattered blue-
light telephones) and such services are now an integral part of the campuses' crime 
response strategy. Other measures include night-time escorts and late shuttle buses 
(both noted in the Loughborough study, although the escort service was ad hoc and 
unofficial). Fisher also describes the need for provision of services for the large 
26 For a detailed explanation of CPTED see C.Ray Jeffrey Crime Prevention Through 
Environmental Design, 1971. 
27 Personal experience as a lecturer in Centre for Hazard & Risk Management, and Crime Prevention 
Panel membership. 
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proportion of students who live off-campus and outlines a role for the Student 
Housing Office. 
The last part of Fisher's report deals with the safety and security needs of the wider 
American workplace and how the findings from campus crime research can inform 
crime prevention strategies in Business and Industrial Parks. As neither of these issues 
relate to the objectives of the Loughborough study, this portion of Fisher's work is not 
reviewed here. 
Perhaps the most significant line in Fisher's conclusion is that "campus settings that 
address crime and fear proactively may have an advantage in marketing over those 
that do not" (1999:121). Given the existing focus on attracting students for revenue 
generation this single factor might most influence hard-nosed administrators and 
accountants when weighing the decision to spend on crime prevention strategies and 
equipment. 
Fisher's work repeatedly raised the issue of fear of crime, and it is that topic to which 
this literature review now turns. 
2.4 Fear of Crime 
As mentioned earlier, there has been little research about perceived risk and fear of 
victimisation in a university context. Literature on this topic is briefly reviewed here as 
the Loughborough survey asks questions about this, particularly in relation to any 
avoidance action taken as a result of perceived risk. Understanding what contributes to 
this perception of fear also provides additional information for intervention action, where 
appropriate (e.g. additional lighting, hedgerow removal, improved communications, 
etc ).The fear or worry about crime is increasingly being seen as an indicator of how 
widespread the problem is (Mirrlees-Black et al1996) and whilst fear of crime rises with 
rising crime rates, it does not fall so quickly as rates decline. Although fear of crime 
emerged as a social issue in the mid-1960s (Lab 1997) it is now amongst the top of the 
most serious social problems (Perring 1995). 
Whilst there are no universally accepted definitions of fear of crime and how to measure 
it, it can be defined as "an emotional response to dread or anxiety to crime or symbols 
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that a person associates with crime. This definition of fear implies that some recognition 
of potential danger, what we may call perceived risk, is necessary to evoke fear "(Ferraro 
1995:8 in Lab 1997:6). 
The five major models of perceived risk and fear of victimisation include: 
• social and physical vulnerability 
• victimisation (direct or vicarious) 
• physical and social disorders 
• community integration 
• formal social controls (Fisher, Sloan and Wilkins 1995). 
2.4.1 Social and phvsical vulnerability 
This model emphasises the importance of demographic issues. Physical vulnerability 
refers to the openness to being attacked and the perceived powerlessness to resist. 
Indicators would be factors such as gender (female) or age (very young or elderly). 
Social vulnerability refers to situations where people are frequently exposed to threats 
because of who they are and/or where the social/economic consequences of victimisation 
are likely to have more impact. Examples would be minority ethnic groups, and this 
could similarly apply to students. And whilst social and physical vulnerability factors are 
independent, within the student population there are both types, i.e. females and the 
relatively poor (as some students are). The most consistent finding from research is that 
"despite having lower rates of victimisation, women significantly fear victimisation 
more than men" (Fisher, Sloan and Wilkins 1995: 181 ). Research has also found a direct 
relationship between age and fear of crime, but when asking about different crime types 
it has been found that older people (65+) had lower levels of fear than 18-29 year olds. 
There was an inverse relationship between age and fear of personal crime and no 
significant relationship between age and fear of property crime (La Grange & Ferraro 
(1989), as discussed in Fisher, Sloan and Wilkins 1995)). Studies (Lab 1997) have also 
shown that fear is principally an urban problem which affects the elderly and females to 
a greater extent than other groups. 
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2.4.2 Victimisation Model 
This model emphasises the importance of experience of crime (direct or vicarious) as 
a predictor of perceptions of fear and risk. According to Fisher, Sloan and Wilkins 
(1995), whilst some studies have shown prior victimisation as a strong indicator of 
risk and fear, others have found it to be weak. It may also be related to the kind of 
victimisation suffered, and prior victimisation of property crime may have more 
impact than that of personal crime. Gunter (1995) claims that it is the experience of 
crime which affects people's outlook, either personal experience or knowing someone 
who has been a victim. Lab (1997) reviews a number of studies which offer empirical 
support of a positive relationship between victimisation and the fear of crime, and 
reporting on a study by Skogan (1987), Lab (1977) describes how the fear of crime is 
enhanced by the number of recent victimisations, and that there is a definite short-
term impact. If this is correct, then prior victimisation a long time before arriving at 
University may have a smaller impact on the present level of fear. 
The social awareness of crime is really crime that is brought into the public 
consciousness for discussion. It can result in changes to police activity and hence even 
though the fear is in the mind it may have real consequences (Sparks 1995). In urban 
areas the highest level of fear of crime is in those areas that have the highest levels of 
violence and burglary, and hence fear is closely related to perceived risk, but as 
explained above, it can also be influenced by age and by gender. 
The media also has an important role in generating fear. "Crime is one of the biggest 
and most competitive areas of journalism" (Schlesinger 1991) and it has grown 
rapidly since the mid-1980s following the "Law and Order" campaigns and by the 
Conservative Govermnent's introduction of major pieces of legislation, such as the 
Police & Criminal Evidence Act (PACE). Crime reporting used to cover mainly 
murder, theft and petty crime but now it also includes terrorism and child abuse, each 
of which in turn develops its own specialism. TV programmes such as "Crime Watch 
UK" have coupled crime information and entertainment and has selected its topics 
from the "popular end of the market" (Schlesinger 1991: 1 06) such that corporate and 
political crimes do not appear. According to Schlesinger (1991), a survey revealed a 
relationship between patterns of media consumption and perceived risk of crime 
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victimisation. Tabloid readers, heavy TV viewers28 and those preferring ITV were 
more likely to say that they were worried about being a victim of a crime, and this 
was especially so for personal crimes. It would be interesting to measure students' 
media consumption against this background. However, Gunter (1987) observes that 
whilst TV viewing may cultivate fear the reverse may also be true, i.e. those who are 
fearful stay indoors and watch TV. He found that perceived victimisation varied due 
to demo graphics, prior experiences of crime and self-confidence, and that "television 
viewing patterns, however, were relatively weak and inconsistent indicators of 
judgements about crime" (Gunter 1987:266). 
As Sparks (1995:280) explains "Whether information about crime is accurate or not, 
the fact of its circulation, the channels that it follows and the motivations people have 
to attend to it remain important". Crime-related rumours flow well in closely knit 
environments (such as a college campus) and there is a tendency to over-estimate the 
·dangers. Tyler (in Sparks 1995) argues that public education programmes should 
cultivate fear as this stimulates 'avoidance behaviour' which in turn reduces 
victimisation, whereas others argue that explaining the true risks of crime can be 
beneficial in that it reduces anxiety (Sparks 1995). However, if this in turn trivialises 
crime and prevents worry then it might lead to increased exposure. So it is a fine 
balance. 
2.4.3 Phvsical and Social Disorders 
This model describes the impact of the breakdown of social cohesion (e.g. an increase in 
public drunkenness, prostitution and graffiti) and physical disorder and economic decline 
and decay (Sparks 1995), such as decaying buildings, abandoned derelict vehicles and 
broken traffic signs. Research has consistently found a strong correlation between fear of 
crime and incivility and neighbourhood problems (Fisher, Sloan and Wilkins 1995). 
28 
"Heavy" is taken to mean at least 3 hours per day (Gunter 1987) 
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2.4.4 Community Interrration Model 
This model is based upon the urban sociology and social disorganisation theory 
(Fisher, Sloan and Wilkins I 995) which suggests that the degree of integration into 
the neighbourhood affects perceptions of fear and risk. This has clear significance for 
students, who first have to integrate into the college neighbourhood, and then have 
this integrated into the wider community. This may also be over-simplistic. It has 
been suggested that a " .... university is not a community of shared values, cultures or a 
single philosophy nor is it composed of a single homogenous population" (Bradner & 
Peterson 1983 in Camp bell and Bryceland 1998: 1 ). The constant turnover each year 
as new students arrive and others leave, coupled with a migration from on-campus to 
off-campus residence further serves to undermine the strong homogenous community 
concept. 
Integration has two major components: 
• Residential- a commitment to the neighbourhood by having lived in the area 
for a long time, 
• Social - knowing people and being able to differentiate between those who 
belong and those who do not. 
Students clearly do not qualifY in either of these two components and the model suggests 
an inverse relationship between integration and fear. According to Fisher, Sloan and 
Wilkins (1995) a number of studies have found mixed support for this model. It may 
therefore depend on what is considered to be the "neighbourhood", and how easy it is to 
define it's boundaries. 
2.4.5 Formal Social Control 
This model emphasises the role of the police/security service in being able to influence 
the level of fear and perceived risk. If people believe that the police are effective then 
they are less likely to feel threatened, and vice versa. 
Although not formally tested, there is evidence to support the formal social control 
model (Fisher, Sloan and Wilkins 1995), especially in relation to confidence in the police 
77 
and the style of the policing. And style alone may influence confidence. Further, "a weak 
or hands-off security policy towards drugs also invites outside users and especially 
pushers to come on to campus" (Powell 1981: 14). This has clear implications for the 
University Security Service. 
Fear on campus 
Although not thought of as communities in the same way as towns or cities, colleges 
exhibit many of the characteristics which form the basis of a community, because: 
• they have a fixed geographic location 
• there are common ties amongst residents (both socially and academically) 
• there is social interaction 
It is therefore useful to consider what may enhance or reduce the fear and risk of crime: 
• some groups are transitory, they may live on the campus in the first year and 
then move elsewhere, 
• some students are part-time. 
Although fear may be generated by not knowing who should actually be on the campus, 
it is those who should be there who may pose the greatest risk, as research has found 
"most campus perpetrators are students currently enrolled in classes" (Fisher, Sloan and 
Wilkins 1995: 187). Open park-like campuses (such as Loughborough) are easily 
accessible and this may create high levels of risk of victimisation, particularly amongst 
those who are the most physically vulnerable (e.g. females). In general, campuses do not 
appear to be dangerous places as they have good housekeeping and maintenance and do 
not bear the signs of crime. As much of the crime occurs late at night it may also be 
unknown to most campus users, yet "criminal victimisation may be a common part of 
campus life" (Fisher, Sloan and Wilkins 1995:189). 
A 1992 study ofTowson State University by Siege! and Raymond (discussed in Fisher, 
Sloan and Wilkins 1995), showed that 40% of undergraduates had been victimised 
during their university study period (i.e. a much longer time span than that undertaken in 
the Loughborough research). An earlier (1991) study showed the most common crime 
victimisations as: 
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• theft 
• fight/assault 
• sexual assault 
• robbery 
and other (1994) research has shown that most crimes committed on campus are 
property related (Fisher, Sloan and Wilkins 1995). Other surveys in 1986, 1992 (see 
Fisher, Sloan and Wilkins 1995 pps189-191) reveal the following: 
• 35% or respondents reported using illicit drugs 
• 38% of students reported being worried about crime on or near the campus 
• 30% of students feared walking around the campus at night 
Studies also found that females were more concerned than males about crime 
victimisation, especially at night, and that some sites generated more fear than others. 
Further, as mentioned earlier, personal or vicarious prior crime experiences can also 
influence fear of crime and so these may affect on-campus perceptions. 
In a 1992 survey of the University of Alabama, Fisher, Sloan and Wilkins (1995) 
found that 24% ofrespondents29 said that they had been a victim at some time on 
campus and that the most common type of crime (15%) was property related. Women 
were two to three times more likely than men to be afraid, and this was true both for 
day and for night. There was no correlation between fear and either age or race. 
Previous victims had higher levels of perceived risk and respondents who had 
experienced at least one crime on campus were 2.5 times more likely than non-victims 
to consider themselves at risk. This varied by crime type and by time of the day, with 
previous victims of violent crime being three to five times more fearful during the 
day. 
2.5 Implications 
The Literature review above indicates a number of implications for this study. 
29 The survey group included the whole faculty, i.e. staff and students 
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Firstly, good data on the levels of campus crime is missing because what is available 
has been largely drawn from official statistics which have been shown to be 
umeliable. As Bryceland & Campbell explain "An awareness ofthe basics, that is, the 
extent and cost of crime, is needed before an attempt is made to eradicate or reduce it" 
(1998:12). This is therefore likely to be the first detailed UK survey ofthis type to be 
published, and for some time may be the only one as during the progress of this study 
it was learned that the similar study undertaken at Manchester University had been 
embargoed by the University authorities. The reason for this is not known but it has 
been unofficially reported that it revealed such a high level of victimisation that the 
University were concerned that it would have an impact on emolment numbers and at 
the same time could be seized upon to put pressure on the Administration to spend a 
large sum on crime prevention measures. It must be stressed that the accuracy of these 
reports has not been verified. 
In any event, this study will now stand alone in a vacuum without the benefit of a 
yardstick against which it can be judged. It will therefore be almost impossible to 
make any predictions or draw any generalities from it, although there will clearly be a 
temptation to do so, especially insofar as it could be used as a barometer to measure 
Institutions with similar geographic and social factors. 
Secondly, the research will identify the degree to which students suffer multiple 
victimisation. If, as is expected in light of data from the BCS, a number of students 
suffer a high proportion of crime, then this could have political overtones if it is seen 
that they fall into any particular social or etlmic group, or if there is clearly a sex bias. 
Revealing a high level of multiple victimisation will inevitably prompt intervention 
by the Authorities to focus on this phenomenon and to divert resources accordingly. 
At present the crime prevention strategy does not acknowledge the significance of this 
statistic, and the potential that it offers for remedial and targeted action. 
Thirdly, the research will reveal information about the extent of fear of crime on 
campus, and the perceptions of risk and avoidance measures taken by students. This 
will reveal a pattern of behaviour which is likely to suggest some form of denial of 
some ofthe social benefits typically thought to be available to students, but beyond 
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that it may have an impact on long-term perceptions of risk that students will 
internalise and keep with them during their lifetimes. 
Any information about behaviour patterns developed to avoid crime victimisation will 
be a useful tool for the University Authorities if they wish to improve the experience 
of students whilst at Loughborough. All behaviour changes will have been developed 
in response to perceived risk, and as it is likely that there will be a common thread in 
many of these this will provide the road map for the Authorities to intervene at the site 
of these perceived risks, or by improving communications if it can be shown that no 
risk actually exists. 
Finally, and developing the theme above, the research will indicate causal factors for 
many crime types. Using Situational Crime Prevention strategies the Authorities will 
be able to target resources to reduce the ease or likelihood of these crimes being 
committed, and hence the research will produce a working document to aid the 
development of a proactive crime prevention programme. 
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Chapter3 
3.AIMS & METHODOLOGY 
3.1.Aims and Objectives 
There are four main aims to this research, as well as a number of sub-aims which are 
shown below. 
Aim I 
The first aim is to determine the extent of and thereby the victimisation rates for a 
specific list of crimes. This is crucial as it to provides the overall picture of criminal 
activity being experienced by students. It also allows an insight into the types of crime 
that are prevalent. By determining the location that crimes occur it can be seen whether 
being at the University or a Hall of Residence is a factor in crime victimisation and by so 
doing it will be possible to develop crime prevention initiatives. This first core aim has a 
number of sub-aims: 
(a): to determine the age, sex and ethnicity of the respondent and whether this has an 
impact on the amount and types of crime experienced (e.g. sexual harassment or 
racially motivated crimes). 
(b): to determine the types of crime committed, the location and the extent of 
victimisation in terms of vehicle crime, burglary, theft, criminal damage and assault. 
This information is important because research suggests (See Farrell & Pease 1993; 
Brantingham & Brantingham 1995)) that crimes do not occur at random but may be 
clustered in time and space, and by victim. Additionally, different types of crime may 
display different clustering features. Being able to identify clustering patterns 
provides an opportunity for targeted crime prevention initiatives. 
(c): to determine the extent of drug use on campus as reported by students, whether 
respondents know (or suspect) that dealers are other students, the type of substance 
being offered for sale (where this is known) and whether drug use by some students 
bothers others. 
The extent of drug use by students at Loughborough University is unknown. Drug usage 
patterns would provide the University authorities with an indicator by which to 
determine whether any kind of intervention is required. It would also indicate if outsiders 
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were entering the premises to traffic drugs and whether the scale and/or type of drug 
usage was impacting on the likelihood of success at studies. It would also be possible to 
determine if drug use bothered non-drug taking students and by extension the degree to 
which this is an issue amongst the student population. 
At this point it is appropriate to consider some ethical issues. Whilst all research 
studies have a moral and ethical component, questions about drug use are clearly 
particularly sensitive. 
As Taylor (1994) explains, scientists have ethical obligations to their colleagues, to 
the wider society and to those whom they interview. In deciding whether the research 
is ethical vis-a-vis the participants in the research, the two requirements are that the 
goals of the research are acceptable, and that the means are as well, for example, that 
there is no secret taping of interviews. The question to be considered is whether an 
individual's privacy has been invaded. 
US Federal guidelines (Taylor 1994) for research on human subjects sets out ethical 
guidelines as follows: 
• there should be informed consent, with a willingness and free agreement to take 
part, 
• there must be an avoidance of intentional physical or psychological damage, 
• if it is possible to make things better for the participants (e.g. reduce the level of 
crime victimisation) then there is an obligation to do so, and 
• everyone should be treated the same, i.e. drug user or not. 
A specific ethical consideration is whether the benefits of the research outweigh any 
potential harms, and that none of the potential risks are of an extremely serious nature. 
It can be argued that the Loughborough study meets these criteria. Benefits can be 
both tangible and intangible and can apply to the individual participating or to a wider 
society. In this case, determining the nature and pattern of drug use could be a pre-
cursor to a dug awareness and resistance programme which would not only educate 
about the dangers of drugs but would help develop coping and avoidance skills. 
Turning to the issue of informed consent, this requirement is met if: 
• the participants are told the general nature of the research and the objectives, 
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• an explanation is made of the anonymity and confidentiality safeguards, 
• participation is clearly voluntary, and 
• no coercion is made. 
It has been determined that in cases where the risk of harm is minimal so the need for 
consent diminishes. It has been argued "that the oral request for participation is 
sufficient in sociological research, and well understood. People understand that they 
can refuse to answer the questions is they wish" {Taylor 1994:67). The researcher is 
obligated to protect against potential loss of confidentiality and to this end the 
completed questionnaires in the Loughborough study were housed (and still are) in a 
secure off-campus location. 
As Taylor (1994) points out, ethical concerns are not uppermost in survey situations. 
The main objectives are to reduce the inconvenience of the procedure (e.g. scheduling 
interviews at convenient times) and to prevent the inadvertent disclosure of responses. 
However, in cases where illegal or deviant behaviour is being divulged the researcher 
must be extremely candid about the steps being taken to prevent confidentiality. 
Participants in the Loughborough study were given these reassurances, both at the 
initial survey phase and during the follow-up interviews. However, this does not hide 
the fact that there may be a general unwillingness to report socially unacceptable 
behaviour, such as drug use, so the results may not present the full picture of drug 
activity on campus. That said, there is no information at present on which to based 
informed decision making, so this is at least a start. 
Given all the above considerations it is therefore reasonable to argue that the 
Loughborough study met the relevant ethical tests. 
(d): Another sub-aim is to determine how worried students were about being the 
victim of particular crimes and to record any changes in lifestyle that have taken place 
as a result of crime or the fear of crime in respect to effect on choice of locations 
visited and/or avoided, and effect on selection of travelling partners/companions. 
A perception of fear of crime or likely victimisation may lead an individual to modify 
his or her behaviour in order to reduce the risk. This may have far reaching effects in 
terms of social behaviour, spending patterns, transportation usage and may have an 
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overall negative impact on the quality oflife expected both by young people and by 
students. In turn, this could ultimately have an impact on the success at university study. 
(e): A further sub-aim is to determine from victims the factors which they think 
contributed to the offence taking place, i.e. those that are either situational or 
behavioural. For example, it may indicate that the incident was drug or alcohol 
related, or that there was an element of victim precipitation, or that an environmental 
factor (such as poor lighting) was a factor. 
The victim of a crime is clearly well placed to offer a view about what factors influenced 
the commission of the offence. Whilst they may be only able to speculate about such 
things as the perpetrator's state of mind or criminal propensities, in other cases, for 
example when recounting behaviour leading up to the incident and by remembering 
something that was said, they may be able to give an incisive account of the causal 
factors. They are also well placed to comment on situational factors such as poor lighting 
or security. 
(f): This sub-aim builds on that which preceded it and thus is to determine students' 
views about safety and security on campus and in Loughborough and to seek their 
views on crime prevention measures which they would like to see implemented. 
As students go about their daily lives they are the 'consumers' of the safety and security 
measures put in place by the University, the Police, the Local Authority, and so on. As 
the 'customers' their views are clearly important as they are likely to be well aware of 
what is working well, and what is not. If an objective of a particular crime prevention 
measure includes demonstrating publicly that it is in place (e.g. overt CCTV cameras in 
Town Centres) then ifby chance students are unaware of it then it has failed in that 
objective, and by inference, in others as well. Students are also intelligent and in some 
cases have well developed views about measures that they would like to see 
implemented with respect to security and safety. These are often articulated through the 
Student Union body in such forums such as 'Campus Watch'. So as the consumers it 
seems only reasonable to canvas their views on current and suggested crime reduction 
measures. 
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(g): The final sub-aim is to ascertain whether students suffer a different level of 
victimisation to similar age groups within the general population, and whether they 
feel that their crime victimisation risk has increased by virtue of becoming a student. 
Any analysis of victimisation rates for a student population will yield results which may 
be influenced more by the age of the victim than by the environment and/or occupation 
in which he or she find themselves. A comparison of the data obtained from the 
Loughborough survey with results obtained by the British Crime Survey for similar age 
groups30 will allow crime victimisation rates for students to be compared with non-
students to determine if being a student per se is likely to positively or negatively 
influence the chances of an individual becoming a crime victim. If it indicates this, then 
further research is required to determine those factors which are influencing the 
victimisation rate for this particular group.lt would be necessary to also include a 
control group of similar age respondents living in the same area. But the first question is, 
does this student group experience victimisation rates different from a similar age group 
drawn from the wider population? 
Aimll 
The second aim is to determine the extent of under reporting of crime in terms of the 
victim's contribution to the offence taking place, perceptions of seriousness, satisfaction 
with service received from police/security, and any insurance aspects. 
This second aim is fundamental in obtaining a picture of the amount and types of 
crime that go unreported, and the reasons for this. Absence of this information makes 
it extremely difficult to design effective crime prevention measures or develop risk 
reduction strategies and intervention initiatives. As outlined earlier in the literature 
review, a large proportion of many types of crime go unreported. By measuring this 
factor this research will compare the reasons given by Loughborough students with those 
taken from other surveys, and also seek to identify causal factors present in the 
willingness to report decision-making process. This aim also has a number of sub-aims: 
(a): to determine the extent of under-reporting of crime in terms of the extent to which 
the victim believed that he/she contributed to the offence taking place. 
30 To facilitate a more direct comparison a file of 18·25 year old respondents (i.e. not households) was 
constructed from the 1994 BCS data - see section 4.6 
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Victim precipitation has been discussed in the literature review and this will provide an 
opportunity to test the extent of this phenomena. 
(b): to determine the extent of under-reporting of crime in terms of the degree of 
seriousness attached by the victim to the incident. 
Research suggests that many quite serious offences are not reported due to the victim not 
attaching much significance to the event, and hence official figures for serious crime are 
under -stated. 
(c): to determine the extent of under-reporting of crime in terms of the victim's 
perception that the crime is not worth reporting, because little will be done as a result. 
Lack of faith in official bodies such as the police or campus security may influence 
the level of reporting, and knowledge ofthis may provide information to enable the 
authorities to take action to improve their image. 
(d): to determine the extent of under-reporting of crime in relation to insurance 
aspects. 
Research indicates that insurance considerations are important factors in the reporting 
of property crime and even though students may not have their own personal 
insurance, in many cases they will be covered by parental policies. Protection of no-
claims bonuses will also play a part in the reporting process. 
(e): to determine the extent of under-reporting of crime in relation to perceptions of 
satisfaction with the service provided by the agency to which the crime was reported 
(e.g. campus security or police). 
Dissatisfaction with the service provided may well influence the propensity to report 
future victimisations, and knowledge of the reasons for perceived poor service can 
allow the agencies to improve their performance. 
Aim Ill 
The third aim is to determine the extent of any repeat (multiple)victimisation. 
Not only are crimes clustered in time and space, they may also be clustered by 
individual. Research (Chenery et a/1997; Bridgeman & Sampson 1994; Farrell & Pease 
1993; Tilley 1993) has identified that a few victims account for a large proportion of 
87 
reported crime. Therefore such data will provide an opportunity for targeted crime 
prevention measures to be implemented in much the same way as in the Kirkholt 
burglary project which was reviewed earlier. This aim also has one sub-aim, which is: 
(a): to determine the extent of multiple victimisation in terms of age, gender and 
ethnicity. 
3.2 Methods 
The research consisted of just two methods: the questionnaire and the follow-up face-to-
face interviews. It therefore comprised the following elements: 
• the development and use of a survey questionnaire to obtain information about crime 
victimisation on campus, in Loughborough and in the student's home town 
• obtaining approval and endorsement from Loughborough University of Technology 
(LUT) management and the Student Union 
• distribution of the questionnaire to all second year students (about 2150) 
• follow-up interviews of 10% of male victims and 10% of female victims 
• analysis of the data (including reported [police and security] crime figures) using 
SPSS, and 
• comparison of results from the LUT study with British Crime Survey data for similar 
age groups. 
By far the largest part of the research was the questionnaire which provided data for 
Aims I-III, however some of the sub-aims were more closely addressed by the 
interviews which supplemented data already obtained from the questionnaires. In 
particular, the interviews focussed on the following sub-aims: 
Aim I 
(c): to determine the extent of drug use on campus reported by students, whether 
dealers are other students, the type of substance being offered for sale and whether 
drug use by some students bothers others. 
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(d): to record any changes in lifestyle that have taken place as a result of crime or the 
fear of crime in respect to effect on choice oflocations visited and/or avoided, and 
effect on selection of travelling partners/companions. 
(e): to determine from victims the factors which they think contributed to the offence 
taking place, i.e. those that are either situational or behavioural. 
(f): to determine students' views about safety and security on campus and in 
Loughborough and to seek their views on crime prevention measures which they 
would like to see implemented. 
The interviews also focussed on the second part of sub-aim (g), i.e whether students 
feel that their crime victimisation risk has increased by virtue of becoming a student. 
Aimll 
The interviews also supplemented (and validated) the questionnaire data for Aim 11, 
and particularly sub-aim (e), which was to determine the extent of under-reporting of 
crime in relation to perceptions of satisfaction with the service provided by the agency 
to which the crime was reported (e.g. campus security or police). This was not 
covered by the questionnaire. 
3.3 Theoretical Model- Situational Crime Prevention 
The research acknowledges that certain situations promote the commission of certain 
types of offences and therefore it falls within the broad scope of "Situational Crime 
Prevention" theory. 
This theory holds that by studying the spatial and temporal distribution of certain 
specific offences and then relating these to aspects of the situation that can be measured 
it is then possible to manipulate the situation in order to assist in crime prevention 
(Clarke 1980 ). Situational Control theory use crime rates and patterns to guide how and 
where the crime prevention effort should be made (Downes & Rock 1995). In so doing it 
is more concerned with the specific environmental factors applying when offence(s) take 
place rather than with the personal details of the offender or the victim. 
Crime clusters in time and space, and by experience and personality. Nevertheless, clear 
patterns of crime and fear of crime can frequently be detected. However, these patterns 
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may be "patterns within patterns" (Brantingham & Brantingham 1995: 130) and, for 
example, they may be influenced by the choice of walking path, which in turn may be 
influenced both by the day of the week and by the weather. 
Situational Crime Theory allows for prevention strategies to be devised based on the 
patterns detected. Such strategies have been termed "primary crime prevention" as 
originally described by Brantingham and Faust in 1976 (see Tilley 1992 and Pease 
1994). Primary prevention is concerned with the modification of the physical 
environment to reduce the opportunities for crime whereas secondary prevention 
involves early intervention in the lives of those with a high potential to offend. Tertiary 
prevention refers to the shortening of criminal careers by the prevention of recidivism. 
The "routine activity" theory of ordinary crime holds that there are three requirements 
for the commission of an offence: 
• A potential offender 
• A suitable target 
• AND, the absence of a capable guardian (Felson 1996). 
Linked to this is the environmental criminology theory as developed by the 
Brantinghams (see Felson 1996:72). This particular theory examines the space in which 
the offender's routine activity takes place and notes that the offender typically stays 
within an area bounded by his home, place of recreation and work (if any). Potential 
victims also have their own area of routine activity and the crime occurs when the two 
overlap. This theory also describes nodes and paths. A node is the place where the crime 
occurs and the path is the route(s) along which the offender and victim travel to arrive at 
(and escape from) the node. 
Campus crime occurs as a result of the physical characteristics of places and the 
demo graphics of the residents- understanding which are correlated helps explains 
crime rates. 
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3.4 Reliability and Validity 
All social research inevitably confronts the issues of reliability and validity (Bean 
1980). All measurement contains some error and a reliable instrument is one where 
there is a small error component. The concept of reliability is built around the 
operational definition and the instructions should be clear enough for two different 
researchers, working independently, to get very similar results (Blalock & Blalock 
1968), or the same researcher over time. 
Validity may be affected by a nwnber of factors, for example when people know that 
they are being studied they may not act truthfully, perhaps due to embarrassment, or a 
desire to give what they believe to the socially acceptable answer, or perhaps out of a 
genuine desire to please the researcher. When consideration is being given to whether or 
not a cause produced some effect, what is being considered is "the validity of causal 
inference" (Maxfield & Babbie 1995:54).1n this respect validity represents the strength 
of the truth of causal relationships, where conclusions are accurate (Kidder 1981), and it 
can be measured in four ways: 
Statistical Conclusion Validitv 
This relates to whether it is possible to see if a change in the cause is statistically related 
to a change in the effect. If each is being poorly measured than the statistical relationship 
cannot be established. Another reason may be that conclusions are being based on a 
small nwnber of cases. Results may also suggest that a eo-variation exists when in fact 
there is no cause-and-effect relationship. 
Internal Validitv 
This occurs when the research accurately defines causal relationships. This means that it 
must show that one event led to another and that the result could not have been caused 
by the effect of some third variable. 
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Construct Validity 
This occurs when it is clearly possible to say which element(s) of a particular process 
produced the effect. 
External Validity 
This is demonstrated when the research indicates that something is true beyond the limits 
of the particular study. In other words it can apply to different populations, locations, 
times, etc. It requires that the research findings can be reproduced under different 
conditions and it can only be assessed objectively by testing to see if the results can be 
repeated at different times and places using different populations and procedures (Kidder 
1981). 
The key questions are therefore (Maxfield & Babbie 1995): 
• Is there a relationship between two variables (statistical conclusion validity)? 
• Is this a result of cause and effect, or would the same thing have happened without 
anything being done (internal validity)? 
• Given that the relationship is causal and due to one variable acting upon another, 
what are the particular cause and effect structures within the relationship (construct 
validity)? 
• Given that there is a causal relationship, how well can this be generalised to other 
groups, times, locations, etc. (external validity)? 
The most effective way to establish external validity is to demonstrate that a 
representative sample has been used. To show that a sample was representative it must 
contain as far as possible the same variations that exist in the wider population (Curran 
& Renzetti 1994). As Maxfield & Babbie (1995:184) explain: "a sample will be 
representative of the population from which it is selected if the aggregate characteristics 
of the sample closely approximate those same aggregate characteristics in the 
population". 
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This representativeness need only refer to those characteristics that are considered to be 
relevant to the main interests of the study. (For example, in this study it is not necessary 
to replicate the same proportion of Diet Coke drinkers, although this could clearly be 
important in a study on diet or nutrition.) A sample is representative if all members of 
the population have an equal chance ofbeing selected in the study - this is the basis of 
probability sampling. 
Probability Sampling Theorf 1 is based on the concept of random selection, each 
respondent having an equal chance of selection independent of any other feature of the 
selection process. As will be demonstrated in the methodology, each member of the 
target population (second year students) had an equal chance ofbeing selected, the only 
criteria being that they were at one of the lectures visited by the researcher. Now, on the 
face of it that might suggest that that the sampling was not random and that being absent 
from a certain lecture may be an indication of some other characteristic that might prove 
to be significant to the study. Whilst this cannot be totally discounted a comparison of 
key variables (age, sex, ethnicity) of the non-reporting group showed no significant 
difference from those who responded. (This is discussed in more detail elsewhere). 
Although the key variables suggest that there was no difference in the group who did not 
respond, it is self-evident that not everything is known about this group. It could be 
argued for example that students who had been out late the night before might be more 
prone to miss early lectures, and that this group may also by virtue of their lifestyle be 
more susceptible to certain types of crime. But absenteeism spread across the day, and 
appeared to be more prone on Mondays rather than early lectures per se. There was also 
the follow-up mail shot to those who had been missed at lectures, so there was a second 
chance to capture data from those who were absent. 
Random selection prevents bias on the part of the researcher and supports the Probability 
Sampling Theory which states that if many independent random samples are taken from 
a population then the statistics from these groups can be distributed in a known way. 
This theory also provides information about the standard error (which is a measure of 
sampling error), which is similar to Standard Deviation (S.D.). Increasing the sample 
size reduces the standard error, and Probability Theory holds that 68% of the results 
31For a detailed explanation of Probability Sampling Theory see Maxfield & Babbie 1995: 187-194 
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would fall within one standard error of the parameter under investigation, which means 
that there is a 68% confidence of this. Similarly, there is a 95% confidence that it falls 
within 2 standard errors, and so on. 
The confidence interval is the range of results falling within the breadth created by the 
standard errors. So, in order to increase confidence that results are accurate within one 
standard error, the sample size must be increased to the numbers indicated by probability 
sampling. In effect this allows a researcher to claim that he/she is x% confident that the 
parameter is between two specific values. 
Systematic sampling is a method by which every kth element is chosen for inclusion in 
the sample. It is systematic sampling with a random start and is the method used in this 
research to select the participants in the interview stage (Phase 2). 
Whereas validity is concerned with the 'accuracy' of a measure, reliability is the degree 
to which a measure produces the same results each time that it is used (Curran & 
Renzetti 1994). Instead of merely reproducing something that had gone before, 
reliability can be demonstrated by repeating the underlying concepts and ideas, although 
the more that the second study differs from the first then the less confidence there is that 
one is a replication of the other (Kidder 1981). 
In weighing the relative importance of validity and reliability, Curran & Renzetti (1994) 
believe that in any trade-off the main objective should be validity. This clearly poses 
some problems for crime surveys where the inability to record certain crimes has been 
explained above. The artificiality of the survey has an impact on validity, for example by 
asking how safe one feels about going out alone at night does not in itself provide a good 
indicator of the fear of crime. In such a case the responses are at best an approximate 
indicator. 
However, if all subjects are asked the same question in the same way, (as in this 
research} then much of the unreliability in the researcher's observations are removed. 
Nevertheless, even in such cases the question may mean different things to different 
people (e.g. women and minority groups). Survey questions may be male orientated and 
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so reliability is tested and it may not be possible to generalise to sub-groups within the 
survey population. 
Maxfield & Babbie (1995:235) conclude that "survey research is generally weak on 
validity and stronger on reliability" and this should be borne in mind when making 
inferences from the data provided by this survey. 
3.5 Reliability and Validity testing 
A number of options are available to test for reliability and validity (Maxfield & Babbie 
1995). These include: 
The Test-Retest method for reliabilitv 
As this suggests, this refers to repeating the questions at a later stage. However, faulty 
memory may produce an inconsistent response if there is a long time between the test 
periods, and perhaps having the time period too short will result in respondents trying to 
remember how they answered the first time in an effort to be consistent. 
Interrater reliability 
This occurs where unreliability is generated by different researchers. However, in the 
case of this study as there is only one researcher the unreliability of the interviewer 
cannot be tested against another. 
Split-halfmethod 
This techniques involves asking more than one question about complex subjects (e.g. the 
fear of crime) and then dividing the subjects into two groups and measuring the results 
from each. 
In this study, however, as there is only one researcher (CJH) it is not possible to use test-
retest correlation to test reliability. As the interviews are being conducted by only one 
researcher over a relatively short period the changes that take place in the research 
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worker's own perspective will probably have little effect on the reliability of the 
interviews. It will, however, be possible to use a split-half correlation test. By correlating 
the results obtained from the two halves the more similar the two scores then the higher 
the correlation and hence the better the reliability (Kidder 1981 ). This test is described in 
the next chapter. 
Validity refers to the degree to which the target variable is actually the one being 
measured. This will not only depend on the wording of the questionnaire but also on the 
respondents replying both truthfully and accurately. Multiple indicators help establish 
validity and in this research the level of reported crime for different offences will be 
measured against data from the questionnaire. The results of the survey are tested for 
reliability and validity at the beginning of Chapter 4. 
3.6 Personal motivation 
As already described in the Introduction, the researcher has a keen interest in crime 
risk management. But beyond that, as a parent of two teenage children there was an 
interest in the welfare of vulnerable young adults, especially when they live away 
from home for the first time. Anecdotal evidence from conversations at home 
indicated that there was a fairly high level of criminal activity and victimisation 
taking place at schools and colleges, but that this rarely came to the notice of teachers 
or lecturers. Further, there existed almost an acceptance that this was the way life was 
and that it was a price to be paid whilst studying. There seemed a general reluctance 
to escalate matters to the authorities. 
This realisation that official university crime data was likely to grossly understate the 
actual level of crime was the main driver behind the research. If it was true, then why 
was it so, what was the true level, and what impact was this having on the students' 
quality oflive, and maybe even their academic achievements? 
Problems were subsequently encountered during the survey period (late winter) when 
large numbers of students were absent from lectures due to illness, and the 
Manchester study was embargoed. Nevertheless, there was a clear willingness from 
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students to participate constructively in the research, and a good deal of support was 
received from lecturing colleagues. 
3. 7 Structure of the Research Study and Getting In 
Phase 1 - the questionnaire 
This section covers in some detail a number of methodological issues relating to 
questionnaire design and interviews, and some pitfalls and guidance. It also explains 
the development of the Loughborough questionnaire and how a strategy was 
implemented to limit the influences of telescoping which were described earlier in the 
Literature Review. Beyond that, it explains the process used to obtain support both 
from the Student Body and the University Authorities. This information is provided in 
some detail as it is useful background for anyone wishing to conduct a similar study. 
As described in the section dealing with Aims, the research comprises two main 
components: the questionnaire and the follow-up interviews. It is helpful to consider 
this in two distinct phases, with phase I representing the questionnaire and 
corresponding analysis, which in turn identified the survey group (i.e. crime victims) 
for the interviews (phase 2). 
As stated, phase I of the research is based on the use of questionnaires which are a 
popular research tool because they allow a large number of people to be involved in a 
relatively quick and cost-effective manner (Curan & Renzetti 1994). All the respondents 
are asked the same question in the same way and the responses can be analysed by 
computer. However, whilst the closed questions typically used in questionnaires aid this 
data processing, they might not provide scope for the right response because an option 
has been overlooked. The answer options must be mutually exclusive, i.e. the respondent 
should not feel obliged to provide more than one answer. Thus all possible responses 
must be included as an option, and this can be done by the use of a rider which says 
"Other ... (please specifY)". A Likert scale is also useful in determining attitudes as it 
allows statements to be used rather than questions (Maxfield & Babbie 1995). The 
survey questionnaire (and interview stage) has used these techniques where appropriate. 
Obviously questions should be clear (not double-barrelled) and the shorter the better. 
Negatives should be avoided as the respondent may overlook the 'not' part of the 
question. Whilst the use of questionnaires lessens the chance of interviewer bias (Kidder 
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1981) this could still be present in the way a question is worded (Ma:xfield & Babbie 
1995). Questionnaires put the respondent under less pressure to provide a quick response 
and are also more effective at eliciting infonnation about sensitive topics provided that 
confidentiality and anonymity are clearly going to be preserved. However, even though 
they are anonymous this does not ensure that they are truthful (Curran & Renzetti 1994). 
Occasionally the order in which questions are asked can influence the answers to 
subsequent ones. It is usually better to place the most interesting questions at the 
beginning to encourage the respondent to get stuck into the questionnaire, but these 
should not be contentious or sensitive issues such as those dealing with drug use or 
sexual offences. Whilst this convention recommended by Ma:xfield & Babbie (1995) has 
been followed, the demographic data which they describe as duller material has not been 
left to the end, as was suggested by them. This was due to the nature of this survey 
which had demographic data on the first sheet which could be tom off and returned on 
its own if the respondent did not wish to complete the survey. By doing this it was 
possible to identify those respondent who had received questionnaires and not 
responded. Following Ma:xfield and Babbie's (1995) recommendations the questionnaire 
was provided with a covering letter describing the institution carrying out the survey and 
details of the 'sponsors'. As recommended by Kidder (1981), easy to use return 
envelopes were also provided. 
As Curran & Renzetti (1994) explain, many of the disadvantages inherent in a 
questionnaire can be overcome by use of the in-person interview. 
The 'structured interview' is most similar to the questionnaire as each respondent is 
asked the same question in exactly the same way and may even be offered some 
suggested responses. Conversely, the 'unstructured' interview allows the respondent to 
lead with the interviewer playing a passive role. Less structured interviews allow value-
laden responses to be given and allow attitudes to be explored, but responses should be 
spontaneous, specific and self-revealing (Kidder 1981). Unstructured teclmiques cannot 
be used for measurement as one interview will clearly differ from another. Between the 
two is the 'semi-structured' interview in which specific questions are asked but freedom 
is given to express opinion and record discussion. This allows the interviewer to cover a 
framework of topics and at the same time investigate any unanticipated responses. This 
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allows the respondent to answer freely whilst at the same time the interviewer guides the 
direction of the interview. This latter type was the model chosen for Phase 2 of this 
research. 
The high degree of requirement for fixed responses to standard questionnaires limits 
flexibility in that they allow little opportunity for respondents to explain their answers or 
to put them in context. Whilst space is provided in this survey to elicit free responses the 
in-person interview phase will, in addition to providing answers to a set of 
predetermined questions, allow the respondents considerable freedom to raise topics or 
specific issues. In this respect the second phase can be said to be using a 'semi-
structured' technique which is not favoured by positivists who warn against establishing 
too much rapport at the expense oflosing 'scientific detachment' and by so doing risk 
influencing the respondent's answers (Curran & Renzetti 1994). 
Thus the role of the interviewer is clearly crucial. Whilst the interviewer can clarify any 
confusing questions or any misunderstanding he or she should not prompt a particular 
answer and should remain neutral (Maxfield & Babbie 1995). Considerable re-wording 
of the question can be dangerous as a new question may eventually be posed. The 
appearance and demeanour of the interviewer should be appropriate to the people being 
interviewed and he/she should be relaxed, friendly and familiar with the questionnaire in 
order to avoid stumbling over any questions and giving a bad impression. Whilst 
prompting is not recommended, probing is. This helps respondents clarify answers and 
even a spell of silence on the part of the interviewer can help the respondent to carry and 
say more. And even if it is biased, it is also important that all respondents are given the 
same question in the same way. 
Often the people who agree to attend interviews are different from those who do not 
because they think that they may have difficulties in responding properly (perhaps lack 
verbal skills) and, on the other hand, questionnaires are "appropriate only for subjects 
with a considerable amount of education" (Kidder 1981:151 ). Interviews provide for 
greater length and hence a more in-depth analysis of the topic, which in turn may help a 
rapport to develop. Sensitive questions should be held back to give this a chance to 
occur. However, where interviewees become enthusiastic or verbose the length of the 
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response will be limited by the interviewer, with possibly only the highlights recorded 
and some important points missed. 
For this research a questionnaire was developed which was based on that used for British 
Crime Surveys32• It was intended to record information about crime which had taken 
place over a 13 month period (i.e. from I January 1994). Wording used in the survey 
was non-legal and followed the everyday language used by the B.C.S. (Mayhew et al 
1993). The re-call period for the B.C.S is a 14 month period but crimes which occur in 
the last two months are excluded in order to provide an annual rate for analysis purposes. 
This is possible because the B.C.S. uses interviews and questions can be asked about the 
time period in which the crime took place. Using our questionnaire-based survey we 
were unable to do this and so crimes recorded in 1995 (i.e. months 13 and 14) were 
included in the total, and therefore over-state the annual crime rate. 
In an attempt to minimise the effect of backward telescoping the survey period chosen 
was a 13 month period beginning on the 1st of January 1994. By defrning the period 
from the first of a calendar year the period may be more easily remembered in that for 
students this marks a clear break between terms and may prompt them to think of events 
that happened either before or after Christmas. 
With regard to forward telescoping, as the questionnaires were distributed very shortly 
after the end of the survey period there was relatively little opportunity for this to occur. 
This effect may have been more significant during Phase 2, the interview stage. 
In order to gain widespread support for the survey a draft was presented to university 
management and to the President of the Student's Union. Following discussions with 
both parties a number of questions were added to provide information which might be of 
specific interest to the university management (e.g. whether vehicles stolen were covered 
by insurance) or were re-worded to improve clarity. The resulting questionnaire (see 
appendix 3) contained 40 questions as well as a front sheet where respondents were 
invited to provide personal information. Assurances of confidentiality were provided and 
named of respondents were recorded to help identify students who had not responded in 
32For details of the full questionnaire used in the B.C.S. see British Crime Survey 1994: User Guide 
distributed by The Data Archive, University of Essex (HMSO) 
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order that a foJlow-up questionnaire could be sent to them. The questionnaire was also 
seriaJly numbered for the purposes of analysis and no attempt would be made to link 
results to named individuals. This questionnaire was accepted by both the management 
and the Student's Union and to show their support a letter was produced to accompany 
each questionnaire (see appendix 4). This was signed jointly by the Vice ChanceJlor and 
the President of the Student's Union. Some funding (£2,378.00) to help support the 
research was also received from the School of Education and Humanities. 
Information obtained from Examinations Office showed that there were 2,184 second 
year students. Year two students were chosen for four reasons: 
• They already had over a year's experience ofliving and studying at Loughborough 
• As they were not finalists it was reasonable to expect a large proportion of them to 
be present at lectures 
• And also as non-finalists it was assumed that they would be under less examination 
stress and therefore more likely to take time to complete the questionnaires as weJI as 
participate in the interviews which took place later in the summer term. 
• However, the most compeJling reason for choosing Year Two students was because 
this was the cohort that had been chosen in the Manchester study, which was already 
underway. Failure to adhere to the same sampling pattern would seriously 
jeopardise any comparative analysis. 
TypicaJly in studies such as this it is appropriate to conduct a pilot study, or consider 
other options, such as self-report studies. In this case, however, as a key objective was to 
conduct the comparative study with the Manchester results, there was little scope to 
adopt alternative methods. For example, a pilot study which indicated a need for major 
changes might on the one hand improve the result of the Loughborough survey, but at a 
stroke could remove any hope of a meaningful comparison. As the Manchester study 
was already underway, a decision was made to proceed with the questionnaire in it's 
present form, whilst acknowledging that if starting from scratch a pilot study would be a 
desirable first step 
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A letter explaining the purpose of the research and asking for co-operation was sent to all 
heads of departments from Professor Sue Cox (Director of Centre for Hazard and Risk 
Management) (see appendix 5). 
Between 31 January and 2 March 1995 questionnaires were distributed during lectures. 
The most usual procedure was to issue them as students arrived and then they were 
allowed time to complete them. Prior to visiting the lecture an attempt was made to 
contact the responsible lecturer and ask for permission to conduct the survey at a 
particular time. In practice most academic staff helpfully gave time for this to take place 
at the start of their lectures and generally it took students 10-20 minutes to complete the 
questionnaires which were then collected by the researcher. 
Students had the opportunity to complete the questionnaire there and then or detach the 
completed front sheet to show that they had received a copy and then return the 
completed form at a later date by post. As both the front sheet and the questionnaire 
carried the same serial number it would then be possible to 'marry' the two if and when 
the form was received. It was also possible to do nothing at all with the questionnaire 
and some students chose this route. 
The print-out from Examinations Office showed there to be 2184 second year full-time 
students. During lectures a total of 1735 questionnaires were distributed, representing 
79.4% of the possible total. The shortfall was due to students being absent from lectures 
or due to being in lectures that were not visited33 • 
3. 7.1 Response rate 
A total of 1308 questionnaires were returned during lectures or shortly afterwards, a 
response rate of75.4%. Of these returns, 15 were not on the printout and related 
either to part-time students or students on courses that were not second year 
undergraduate. These responses were discarded leaving a total of 1293. Of these 33 
responses were anonymous and a total of I 90 front sheets only were also received. 
33 Information was obtained from departments about the location and composition of various groups of 
students and as far as could be established, all of these were visited at least once. Sometimes a group of 
students were present in lectures visited more than once and so talked amongst themselves whilst others 
completed the questionnaire. 
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The names of students returning questionnaires and front sheets were deleted from the 
printout, leaving 803 students who had either not responded, not received a 
questionnaire or were part of the 33 who had responded anonymously. There was 
clearly no way of knowing into which category individual students fell. 
To try and improve the response rate it was decided to mail a second copy of the 
questionnaire to students whose names had not been deleted from the printout and 
who lived on the campus. Follow up mailings have been shown to be reasonably 
effective in improving the response rate (Maxfield & Babbie 1995). Only on-campus 
students were chosen because of the cost of using the postal service, so it is possible 
that bias might have occurred by excluding the non-campus based non-respondents. 
The questionnaire was accompanied by a letter explaining the need for the follow-up 
(see appendix 6). This letter also provided the opportunity for students to indicate 
that they had already responded, or that they did not intend to. It also allowed them to 
indicate whether or not they had been a victim of crime. An addressed reply envelope 
was also provided and students were encouraged to use their department's internal 
mail system. On 15 May 1995 a total of 272 questionnaires were sent out to on-site 
campus addresses. 
This resulted in 51 responses being received, a response rate of 18.75%. The results 
of these are as follows: 
(i) 3 letters were received without the questionnaire, two saying that they had 
already completed the questionnaire anonymously and one saying that he/she 
was not a victim and was not going to complete the return. 
(ii) 48 other returns were received with the accompanying letter, 2 of which were 
anonymous. This 48 were added to the 1239 received during lectures to give a 
total of 1287. 
(iii) Over the next few weeks a further 6 returns were received without the 
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accompanying Jetter4 to give a grand total of 1293 questionnaires returned. 
The response rate can be measured in a number of ways: 
• As a percentage of the total number of possible respondents (i.e. all second year 
students). This gives the worst figure as clearly not an second year students ever 
saw a questionnaire because only 2007 were distributed (1735 in lectures and 272 
by post)35. This shows that the response rate was 59.2% but it is slightly unfair to 
describe it as a response rate as such - rather it reflects the proportion of the target 
sample group. 
• As a percentage of an questionnaires distributed, i.e. a percentage of the 2007 
referred to above. Using this formula the response rate was 64.4%. This is also 
likely to underestimate the response in that it is likely that questionnaires were 
sent by post to some students who had already received one during lectures, so it 
did not go to 2007 separate individuals. 
• The most accurate response is that measured against the questionnaires distributed 
during lectures. This amounted to 1239 of 1735, a rate of71.4%. It is also 
possible that the 6 referred to in (iii) (above) also came from this source, further 
marginally increasing this rate. (This response rate of course does not take into 
account those 54 questionnaires [(ii)+(iii) above] received after the initial returns 
from the lecture distributions). 
Response rates can vary widely depending on the type of survey and the method by 
which it is conducted. In-person interviews tend to have the highest level of response, 
typically between 70-80% (Kidder 1981) with the B.C.S., for example, reporting a 77% 
response rate (Mayhew et a/1993). On the other hand, questionnaires mailed to the 
general public show a I 0-50% return rate (Kidder 1981 ). According to Maxfield and 
Babbie, as a rule of thumb, a response rate of "50% is adequate for analysis and 
reporting. A response of at least 60% is good. And a response rate of 70% is very 
34 These may have been questionnaires sent out in the post, or those distributed during lectures and 
retained for some time before completion. 
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good" (1995:227). 
As shown above, the response rate in this survey, depending on the measurement 
criteria used, varied between 59.2% and 71.4%, and as such falls within Maxfield & 
Babbie's "good" to "very good" range. They also add the rider that demonstrable 
lack of bias is more important than a high response rate. In later analysis (see 
Chapter 4) of the key variables of respondents (and non-respondents) it will be 
argued that this survey also fulfilled this criteria. 
What was not included 
Residence 
The front sheet of the questionnaire asked respondents to indicate approximately how 
long (in months) that they had lived at various locations, i.e. Hall, rented house/flat, 
family home, and other. The intention was to be able to relate residence patterns to 
victimisation levels, attitudes to crime, crime reporting, and as explained above, to non-
responding to the survey. As the bulk of the questionnaires were distributed in February 
and March the totals for all locations should have totalled between 13 and 15 months. 
However, many students failed to answer this question, miss-read it completely and only 
provided that data for 1995 (i.e. the last two months of the survey), or else the combined 
total of the months either substantially exceeded or fell considerably below the 13-15 
months anticipated. 
In view of this it was decided that as conclusions would be too weak, no useful analysis 
of data relating to patterns of residence could be undertaken, and the number of non-
responses was not recorded. 
3.8 Phase 2 -the interviews 
To obtain more information about the nature of criminal victimisation and of the 
students' views about crime and crime prevention generally, it was decided to conduct a 
number of semi-structured interviews with students who had indicated in their 
questionnaire that they had been the victim of some type of crime. No attempt was made 
35 Academic staff reported high levels of absenteeism at this time of year due to illness. Some also 
reported higher than usual levels of absenteeism on Monday mornings. 
105 
to sort responses by type or frequency of response, the only criteria being that the 
respondent had answered positively at least once in questions 1-23. The proforma used 
to guide the interview is attached (see appendix 7). The interview phase was also an 
attempt to measure the reliability of some of the responses given in the questionnaires. 
The sample selection was based on the first batch of 1239 responses received from the 
in-lecture survey. These responses were divided into male/female and victim/non-victim 
as follows: 
Male victims 
Male non-victims 
Female victims 
Female non-victims 
457 
358 
215 
17636 
It was intended to try and interview 15% of both male and female victims. This would 
amount to 69 males and 32 females. (Ultimately, for reasons to be explained, 55 males 
and 24 females were interviewed, giving rates of 12% and 11% respectively). 
Those respondents who had reported victimisation were sorted into piles and selected at 
random37 for interview. At first a letter (see appendix 8) was sent to all those selected. 
There were 69 letters sent to male victims and 32 to females. However, it soon became 
clear that this approach would not on its own result in sufficient interviews being 
conducted. Whilst some arrangements for interviews were made38, a number of students 
explained that they were too busy with examinations to take part. Others just failed to 
respond to the letter. It was therefore decided to follow-up the original letter with 
telephone calls to those who had revealed them on the questionnaire and also a letter to 
hall wardens (see appendix 9) enlisting their help in persuading students to participate. 
The net result of this was that those who had provided telephone numbers were easier to 
contact and tended to live off campus. This may have resulted in more off-campus 
3633 anonymous returns were also received, of which 19 were victims and 14 non-victims. 
37Every seventh questionnaire was selected. This figure was derived as being that which would provide 
closestto 15% of the victim sample. 
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students being interviewed than a random sample would have identified, although it was 
victimisation per se rather than residence location that was of concern. Those living off-
campus would no doubt be prone to different types of crimes, and may have better 
developed views about crime in Loughborough generally. Nevertheless, they would stiii 
be able to comment on their experiences when they lived on campus, which many of 
them had done during the survey period. And even ifliving off-campus, they would stiii 
visit for lectures, to visit the library, the Union, and for sports and entertainment, etc. 
Even using this follow-up approach it soon became apparent that the target number of 
interviewees would not be reached. A second batch was then selected as before the only 
difference being that a telephone number was required, as this had proved to be the most 
effective way of persuading students to attend interviews. A total of 44 males and 20 
females were selected and attempts made to contact them to arrange interviews. In some 
cases contact could not be made because the student was away, e.g. on industrial 
placement, or in other cases the student declined to participate for a number of reasons, 
mainly due to pressure of work at examination time. 
A total of 55 males and 24 females were ultimately interviewed, representing 12% of 
male and 11% of female victims identified during the first sweep. These interviews 
took place between 1 May and 21 June 1995. The interviews used a semi-structured 
approach following the questions as shown in Appendix 7. Some questions called for a 
direct response and some allowed the interviewee to make general comments or offer an 
explanation or opinion. 
38A number of students made arrangements to attend for interview but then failed to turn up. This 
caused considerable waste oftime as the time set aside for them had to be kept clear in case they turned 
up late, as some did. 
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Chapter4 
4.RESULTS 
In this chapter the results of the empirical study based on the questionnaire are 
provided. These relate to Aims I -III and associated sub-aims, which will be 
referenced at the appropriate place in the text. 
A total of 1293 questionnaires were returned (the response rate is discussed earlier in 
the previous Chapter). Of these, 5 had their serial number removed or obliterated, 
presumably to prevent identification of the respondent, although as already stated 
identification was never intended and has not been attempted. Referring to sub-aim 
(a) of Aim I, the sex, age and ethnic distribution of respondents (where this was 
known) is shown below: 
SEX: 26 did not complete this section. Of the remainder (N=1267): 
Male = 855 (67.5%) 
Female = 412 (32.5%) 
AGE: 31 did not complete this section. Ofthe remainder (N=1262) (see 
Table 2 below): 
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Table 2: Age of Respondents and percentage oftotal 
AGE RESPONDENTS PERCENT 
19 405 32.1 
20 462 36.6 
21 167 13.2 
22 58 4.6 
23 33 2.6 
24 30 2.4 
25 14 1.1 
26 21 1.7 
27 16 1.3 
28 13 1.0 
29 6 0.5 
30 and above 37 3.2 
TOTAL: 1262 100.339 
Chart 1: Age of Respondents 
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X (Mean) = 20.9. Standard Deviation (SD) = 3.33 
39 Total exceeds 100 due to rounding of percentages to one decimal point. 
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The age distribution of respondents is shown by the table and graph above. Those 30 and 
above were evenly distributed with the eldest being aged 58 years. There was a small 
increase at aged 35 (with 6 respondents) but thereafter rarely more than 1 per year. The 
bulk of respondents (81.9%) were in the19- 21 age group. The Mean Age was 20.90 and 
the Standard Deviation 3.3340• 
Examination of the distribution shows that it is skewed to the left ofthe mean with too 
many cases clustered in the centre41 • However, given the likely age range of second year 
university students this is to be expected. 
The results were then distributed for ethnicity using the categories approved by the 
Commission for Racial Equality (categories confirmed by e-mail from CRE 
{info@cre.gov.uk) on 18/9/01). 
40 
The Mean (or average) is the sum of the scores divided by the number of scores (N) and a normal "bell-
shaped" curve may exist for every distribution. Each distribution may have a different mean and/or 
standard deviation (Taylor 1994). The standard deviation (S.D.) measures the "spread" (or dispersion) of 
scores so the smaller the S.D. the more the scores cluster together in a range which is closer to the mean. 
The greater the S.D. the more spread out they are with fewer clustering closer to the average. 
There is a relationship between the mean and the S.D. If the distribution of scores is approximately 
normal a constant proportion of cases falls between the mean score and the scores within one standard 
deviation of the mean. Also, a constant proportion fall within two and three standard deviations of the 
mean. In a normal distribution 34% of all cases fall between the mean score on the variable and one 
S.D. above it, and 34% fall between the mean and one S.D. below it. This means that 68% of all cases 
fall within one S.D. either side of the mean and 95% of cases fall within two S.Ds either side of the 
mean (see Taylor 1994:187-8). If scores "lean" to the left or right then the curve is not bell-shaped and 
the distribution of scores are skewed. 
41 Skewness and Kurtosis: Where a normal bell-shaped distribution curve is absent the extent to 
which the scores deviate from this is measured by two statistics: Skewness and Kurtosis (Cramer 
1994). Skewness measures the asymmetry in the distribution and when its calculated value is positive 
the distribution is said to be positively skewed which means that most of the skewness is to the left of 
the mean. A negative figure means that more of the scores are to the right. A calculation using the 
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) showed the skewness for age to be positive at 4.471 
(i.e. scores lean to the left of the mean). 
Kurtosis is an index which measures the extent to which there are either too few or too many cases in the 
middle of the distribution. A normal distribution has a value of zero and is termed "mesokurtic" (Cramer 
1994:64). If there are too many cases in the centre then it is called "leptokurtic" and this is reflected by a 
positive Kurtosis vale. Too few at the centre and it is termed "platykurtic". This has a negative value. A 
calculation using SPSS showed the Kurtosis for age to be positive at 29.520. 
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ETHNICITY: 34 did not complete this section. Of the remainder (N=l259): 
Table 3: Ethnicity 
ETHNICITY RESPONDENTS PERCENTAGE 
Black African 7 0.6 
Black Caribbean 1 0.1 
Black other 4 0.3 
Bangladeshi 2 0.2 
Indian 44 3.5 
Pakistani 7 0.6 
Chinese 70 5.6 
Asian other 29 2.3 
White 1084 86.1 
White other 11 0.9 
TOTAL 1259 100.2 
Not surprisingly this shows that the vast proportion of respondents were white42, with 
the next largest group being Chinese, and the third Indian. 
Analyses were then carried out to examine if the respondent group differed significantly 
from the sample population as a whole. A print-out of all full time second year students 
registered as at 31 March 1995 was obtained from Student Records office. This showed 
hat there were 217943 such students. The print-out contained details of date of birth, sex 
and ethnic group. This had to be manually analysed and the results compared with the 
respondent group's details which appear in the last column. The size of the sample (N) 
relates to the survey population as a whole and not to the size of the respondent group. 
42 1991 Census data shows that 95% of the population of England & Wales are White, 2% Black 
(African, Caribbean and Other), 2% Indian, Pakistani and Bangladeshi, and 1% Other (including Chinese) 
-see B.C.S. 1994 User Guide, The Data Archive, University of Essex, HMSO. 
43The data from Exaruinations Office collected at the commencement of the survey showed the number 
to be 2184. This discrepancy may be due to a few students being de-registered in the period January to 
March 1995. 
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Table 4: Comparison of sex distribution with all second year students (N=2162) 
Sex Student population % Respondents % 
Male 69.1 67.5 
Female 30.9 32.5 
Examination of these results shows that the sex distribution of respondents closely 
matches that of second year students as a whole. 
Table 5: Comparison of age distribution with all second year students (N=2179) 
Age Population % Respondents % 
19 31.6 32.1 
20 39.8 36.6 
21 11.8 13.2 
22 3.6 4.6 
23 3.3 2.6 
24 2.2 2.4 
25 1.1 1.1 
Over25 6.6 7.4 
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 
Examination of this distribution shows that the age of respondents closely matches that 
of the student population sample. 
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Table 6: Comparison of ethnic distribution with all second year students (N = 
2113) 
Ethnic Group Population % Respondents % 
Black Afiican 0.6 0.6 
Black Caribbean 0.1 0.1 
Black other 0.05 0.3 
Bangladeshi 0.2 0.2 
Indian 3.5 3.5 
Pakistani 0.8 0.6 
Chinese 4.4 5.6 
Asian other 1.8 2.3 
White 87.9 86.1 
White other 0.7 0.9 
TOTAL 100.05 100.2 
Examination of this table shows that ethnic distribution is broadly in line with the sample 
population as a whole and from the previous analyses of the tables of age and sex 
distribution it can be concluded that the respondent sample is a representative one in 
respect of these three variables. As mentioned earlier, the representativeness needs only 
to refer to the characteristics that are relevant to the main interests of the study. 
Nevertheless, it is still possible that the victimisation rates for non-respondents may 
differ (Mirrlees-Black et a/1996), and as Kidder (1981 :150) puts it: "the large 
proportion who do not return such questionnaires may be much different to those who do 
not return them in ways that are central to the study". This again emphasises the earlier 
point that crime surveys are stronger on reliability and weaker on validity. 
In this survey there were two distinct groups of non-respondents: those who received 
questionnaires, either in lectures or through the mail and then chose not to reply, and of 
course those who never received a questionnaire in the first place as they were not 
present in a lecture when they were distributed. As no register is kept at lectures to 
record attendees, it is not possible to identifY the size and characteristics of either group. 
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It has been demonstrated above that the sample group was representative of the survey 
population in respect of age, ethnicity and sex. Given the high response rate, then by 
extension the non-reporting group also showed the same profile in respect of these 
variables. 
To suggest that those in the survey population who were absent from the relevant 
lectures also suffer different victimisation rates from respondents is to assume either a 
direct link between crime victimisation and absenteeism (perhaps a fear to visit campus 
if a crime has already been experienced there), or else the influence of another factor( s) 
which has an influence on the two. Such a factor could be residence, if off campus 
students experience higher crime rates and are less keen to attend formal lectures. It is 
not possible to test this because, as discussed later, data on residence was incomplete and 
inconclusive. Other possible reasons for non-attendance (and hence non-response) have 
been considered earlier in the context of the Probability Sampling Theory (see 3.4). 
For the second group of non-respondents- those who were present in lecturers, who 
received questionnaires and did not respond, the link between a different victimisation 
rate and non-responding is less plausible. As has already been discussed, responses to 
questionnaires varies for a number of reasons and on balance crime surveys tend to 
undercount the level of crime. As this group is not only representative of the population 
in the terms of the three variables mentioned above, but also attended lectures, it is 
difficult to see why non-responding should be related to a different level of 
victimisation. Whilst of course this cannot be ruled out, on balance it does not seem 
likely. 
4.1 Reliability 
The Split-halfmethod for measuring reliability was described earlier. The split-half 
correlation test involves taking the results obtained from two halves of the survey 
responses and the more similar the two scores then the higher the correlation and hence 
the better the reliability. This technique was used on the data from this survey, as 
explained below. 
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The responses were divided into two groups and scores for a number of variables 
compared: 
Age: 
Sex: 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
Male 
Female 
"Yes" Responses 
Question 1 
Question4 
Question6 
Question 13 
Question 19 
Question 21 
Group 1 (N = 646) 
31% 
35% 
12% 
4% 
2% 
70% 
28% 
22 
37 
79 
13 
82 
14 
Group 2 (N = 647) 
32% 
36% 
14% 
5% 
3% 
63% 
35% 
13 
36 
74 
18 
84 
17 
With the exception of the responses to Question 1, the comparison above shows a strong 
correlation between the two halves. Age data is similar with Group 1 showing a slightly 
higher proportion of males. Positive ("yes") responses to the questions shown above also 
indicates a high degree of correlation, especially as the total number of "yes" responses 
increases. 
For example, the total number of''yes" responses for Question 6 was 153, and the split 
half total for complete reliability would therefore be 76.5. The results for each half were 
74 and 79, i.e. within 2.5 (or 3.3%) of the target. Similarly, for Question 19 the total was 
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166 giving a split half figure of83. The results were 82 and 84, thus being within 1 
(1.2%) of the target. 
Respondents were asked to indicate both the location of the crime (i.e. on university 
premises, in Loughborough, in home town/country or other location) as well as the 
number of times that the incident had occurred. Occasionally, rather than put a figure for 
the number of incidents, a text description was given, e.g. "lots" or "numerous". These 
have been given values as shown in Appendix 10. 
The questions were broken into subject groups, the first five dealing with vehicle and 
bicycle crime. The results for each question were tested for statistical significance using 
the chi-squared44 statistic. By convention (MacRae 1994) results are considered 
significant if the probability45 of obtaining them purely by chance is no larger than 0.05 
(i.e. 1 in 20). On occasions other levels such as 0.01 (1 in 100) are mentioned. By using 
the 0.05 it is accepted that there is a 1 in 20 chance ofbeing misled into believing that 
there is a real effect when in fact there is none. The choice of the 0.01 level is a stricter 
requirement to minimise the effect of Type 146 errors. 
44 The chi-squared test compares observed frequencies with expected frequencies (MacRae 1994) and 
calculates whether any difference is significant. As Crarner (1994:80) explains: 
"The closer the expected number is to the observed number across all cells, the less likely there is 
of any difference being statistically significant" 
A feature of chi-squared tests is the number of degrees of freedom ( df) in the calculation. This refers to the 
number of observed frequencies that are able to vary around the expected frequencies. The resulting figure 
from the chi-squared test is compared with a table which shows the number of degrees of freedom used in 
the calculation. To be significant the calculated figure must be equal to or greater than that showed against 
the appropriate df. 
Whilst the use of chi-squared testing is a useful gnide to statistical significance, as Maxflled & Babbie 
(1995:359) explain: "There is no scientific answer to the question of whether a given association between 
two variables is significant, strong, important, interesting, or worth reporting. Perhaps the ultimate test of 
significance rests with your ability to persuade your audience (present and future) of the association's 
significance". They go on to warn about the dangers of interpreting "significance" testing too precisely, and 
therefore results in this survey are presented and conunented upon even where chi-squared testing does not 
confmn a "statistical significance". 
"Probability is described mathematically by a number between 0 and I. 0 means that there is no 
possibility of it being true whilst I indicates that it is a certainty. 
~e I errors indicate that there is something significant when in reality it is only the effect of chance. 
However, by making the significance level very rigorous this may be setting a target which is difficult to 
reach which may result in something of significance being overlooked. This is a type 2 error. 
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Vehicle Related crime 
Aim I, sub-aim (b) related to determining victimisation in terms of vehicle related 
crime. Vehicle crime comprises the largest proportion of crimes counted by the BCS. It 
also comprises the largest proportion of notifiable offences recorded by the police. In 
1996 vehicle related offences accounted for nearly 25% ofBCS offences (Mirrlees-
Black et a/1996) and 26% of the 5 million notifiable offences recorded the police 
(Povey et a! 1996). It is also the offence most likely to be reported to the police. A large 
proportion (72%) of victims of this type of crime only experience one such event, but 
20% of victims experience 2 incidents, and 8% three more. The issue of multiple 
victimisation is discussed in detail later in this chapter. 
Question 1 
The survey commenced by asking a question related to theft of vehicle (including 
motorcycle). 
The results show that on university premises, 12 people reported47 a theft and there were 
18 incidents. 
In Loughborough, 14 people reported a theft of a vehicle and there were 16 incidents. 
In the home town/country, 8 people reported 9 incidents. 
In other places, 3 people reported 3 incidents. 
Table 7: Theft of vehicle 
LOCATION No. of RESPONSES No. ofiNCIDENTS 
University premises 12 18 
Loughborough 14 16 
Home town/country 8 9 
Other 3 3 
TOTAL 37 46 
47
"Reported" in this context means revealed in the questionnaire, not necessarily reported to the 
authorities. That issue is dealt with in questions 25 and 26. 
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An analysis of these results shows that 39.1% of incidents and 32.4% of responses relate 
to incidents taking place on University premises. There were 8 people who reported a 
total of 11 occasions on which the vehicle was recovered, a recovery rate of23.9%. The 
recovery period was not specified as it was taken to mean if the vehicle was recovered at 
all. This is much less than the recovery rate of 64% recorded by the BCS (Mirrlees-
Black et a/1996). There were 35 different victims were involved, and one victim 
accounted for 6 incidents (13% of the total). 
For each question the age, sex and ethnicity variables of victims were compared with the 
data for the survey group as a whole (see colunm "%of survey total"). This was done to 
determine if these variables for the victimised group differed from that which would be 
expected as a proportion of total respondents; in other words to see if there was anything 
special about the victimised group: 
Table 8: Age comparison ofvehicle theft victims with survey total (N=35) 
Age Frequency Percentage % of survey total 
19 5 14.3 32.1 
20 13 37.1 36.6 
21 6 17.1 13.2 
22 5 14.3 4.6 
23 1 2.9 2.6 
24 1 2.9 2.4 
25 1 2.9 1.1 
Over25 3 8.7 7.4 
TOTAL 35 100.2 100.0 
Examination of this table shows that 19 year olds are under-represented as victims. They 
represent 32.1% of the survey total but only 14.3% of victims of vehicle theft. Similarly, 
21122 year olds are over-represented, in that they account for 17.8% of the survey total 
population but 31.4% of the total victims of this crime. Chi-squared48 tests showed this 
480n every occasion that the chi-squared test was used SPSS gave a warning that the statistic was 
questionable as a number of cells had expected frequencies less than 5. If the expected frequencies are too 
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to be significant at the 0.01 level (p = 0.0096). This may be a feature of car 
ownership/usage occurring at a later age. 
Ethnicity (N=34) 
Table 9: Ethnicity comparison of vehicle theft victims with survey total 
Ethnic Group Frequency Percentage % of survey total 
Bangladeshi 1 2.9 0.2 
Indian 1 2.9 3.5 
Chinese 2 5.9 5.6 
Asian other 2 5.9 2.3 
White 28 82.4 86.1 
I TOTAL I 34 I 100.0 I 97:7"9 
This table shows that this offence is distributed generally in proportion to the ethnic 
make-up. Some groups do not experience this crime at all, again perhaps due to the low 
numbers in each group and/or the pattern of car ownership. This analysis of ethnicity is 
useful as it is possible that overseas students living in the UK for the first time may have 
different experiences and knowledge of vehicle related crime, and hence may possibly 
be less security conscious and as result more likely to be victimised. However, the 
analysis above does not support this hypothesis. 
Sex(N=35) 
Table 10: Sex comparison of vehicle theft victims with survey total 
Sex Frequency Percentage % of survey total 
Male 24 68.6 67.5 
Female 11 31.4 32.5 
Examination of this table shows that this crime is experienced equally by both sexes. In 
retrospect it would have been useful to have asked a question about car ownership. 
small the categories may have to be dropped or combined with others to obtain a larger figure (Cramer 
1994 ). This has not been attempted and thus the chi-squared tests are reported with this caveat in mind. 
49 This total is less than 100.0% of the survey total as not all ethnic groups were represented as victims 
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Intuitively one suspects that the level of ownership is higher for males which in turn 
would indicate a different victimisation rate for male and female car owners. 
Question 2 
Question 2 related to theft of parts of a vehicle or theft of things from within it. 
Table 11: Theft from vehicle 
LOCATION No. of RESPONSES No. ofiNCIDENTS 
University premises 48 58 
Loughborough 26 31 
Home town/country 42 53 
Other 7 7 
TOTAL 123 149 
% on university prem. 39 38.9 
It can be seen from the table that the largest number of incidents and responses (39%) 
related to incidents taking place on University premises There were 4 people who 
reported 4 occasions on which property was recovered, a recovery rate of2.7%. There 
were 114 different victims involved, with two victims accounting for 6 and 7 
incidents each or 8. 7% of the total. 
The age, sex and ethnicity variables for respondents in question 2 were compared with 
the survey total: 
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Table 12: Age comparison of theft from vehicle victims with survey total (N = 
110) 
Age Frequency Percentage % of survey total 
19 35 31.8 32.1 
20 39 35.5 36.6 
21 15 13.6 13.2 
22 7 6.4 4.6 
23 4 3.6 2.6 
24 3 2.7 2.4 
25 1 0.9 1.1 
Over25 6 5.4 7.4 
TOTAL 110 99.9 100.0 
It can be seen from this table that this crime is distributed in proportion to age. The 
19-21 age group represent 81.9% of the survey total and 80.9% of this victimised 
group. What is curious is that the 19 year olds are well represented in this question 
although suffering less car crime at question I. This may be explained by them having 
things stolen from a car not belonging to them, as the question did not specifically 
refer to cars that they owned. 
Table 13: Ethnicity comparison of theft from vehicle victims with survey total (N 
= 111) 
Ethnic Group Frequency Percentage % of survey total 
Black African I 0.9 0.6 
Indian 4 3.6 3.5 
Pakistani 2 1.8 0.6 
Chinese 3 2.7 5.6 
Asian other 1 0.9 2.3 
White 98 88.3 86.1 
White other 2 1.8 0.9 
TOTAL 111 100.0 99.650 
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This table indicates that this crime is distributed broadly in proportion to the ethnic 
composition of the survey group. Chinese victims are fewer than would be expected, and 
whilst the numbers responding are too small to draw any statistical significance, it is 
possible that this is a feature of car ownership, particularly if the students normally 
reside overseas and therefore are perhaps less likely to buy a car whilst away from home. 
Sex (N=112) 
Table 14: Sex comparison of theft from vehicle victims with survey total 
Sex Frequency Percentage % of survey total 
Male 76 67.9 67.5 
Female 36 32.1 32.5 
It can be seen from this table that the sex distribution of this crime is consistent with the 
characteristics of the larger survey group. 
Question 3 
Question 3 related to criminal damage to the vehicle. 
Table 15: Criminal damage to vehicle 
LOCATION No. of RESPONSES No. ofiNCIDENTS 
University premises 82 117 
Loughborough 43 70 
Home town/country 59 111 
Other 12 15 
TOTAL 196 313 
An analysis of this table shows that the largest number ofincidents (117- 37.4% of 
total)) and respondents (82- 41.8% oftotal) related to incidents on University premises. 
There were 175 different victims, with two victims (1.1% of respondents) accounting for 
60 incidents between them (19.2% of the total number of incidents). 
'
0 As previous footnote 
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Age(N=168) 
Table 16: Age comparison of vehicle criminal damage victims with survey total 
Age Frequency Percentage % of survey total 
19 47 28 32.1 
20 56 33.3 36.6 
21 31 18.5 13.2 
22 13 7.7 4.6 
23 6 3.6 2.6 
24 5 3.0 2.4 
25 0 0 1.1 
Over25 10 6.0 7.4 
TOTAL 168 100.1 100.0 
Analysis of this table shows that 19 year olds are under-represented ( -4.1 %) and 20 and 
21 year olds over-represented, by 3.6% and 5.3% respectively but these variations were 
not statistically significant (p = 0.5057). 
Table 17: Ethnicity comparison of vehicle criminal damage victims with survey 
total 
(N = 168) 
Ethnic Group Frequency Percentage % of survey total 
Black other 2 1.2 0.3 
Bangladeshi 1 0.6 0.2 
Indian 5 3.0 3.5 
Pakistani 1 0.6 0.6 
Chinese 4 2.4 5.6 
Asian other 3 1.8 2.3 
White 151 89.9 86.1 
White other 1 0.6 0.9 
TOTAL 168 100.1 99.5 
123 
As in Table 13 (Theft from vehicle) Chinese are slightly under-represented as victims, 
perhaps due to lower car ownership rates, as already mentioned. For all other ethnic 
groups victimisation rates were in line with ethnic distribution. 
Sex(N=170) 
Table 18: Sex comparison of vehicle criminal damage victims with survey total 
Sex Frequency Percentage % of snrvey total 
Male 115 67.6 67.5 
Female 55 32.4 32.5 
This table shows that sex distribution for victims of this crime was in line with the sex 
profile of the survey group. 
Ouestion4 
Question 4 asked about the theft of a bicycle. 
Table 19: Theft of bicycle 
LOCATION No. of RESPONSES No. ofiNCIDENTS 
University premises 36 42 
Loughborough 28 31 
Home town/country 12 12 
Other 1 2 
TOTAL 77 87 
% on university prem. 46.8 48.3 
It can be seen from this table that the largest proportion of respondents and incidents 
related to crimes taking place on University premises. The data also showed that there 
were 73 different victims, with nine suffering two thefts. One victim suffered 6 thefts 
(i.e. 1.4% of victims was responsible for 6.9% of the incidents). 
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Table 20: Age comparison of theft of bicycle victims with snrvey total (N = 73) 
Age Frequency Percentage % of survey total 
19 25 34.2 32.1 
20 25 34.2 36.6 
21 14 19.2 13.2 
22 3 4.1 4.6 
23 2 2.7 2.6 
24 1 1.4 2.4 
25 0 0 1.1 
Over25 3 4.1 7.4 
TOTAL 73 99.9 100.0 
This shows a higher than expected crime rate for 21 year olds. This is surprising for two 
reasons. If it is asswned that car ownership rates increase with age then it is also 
reasonable to asswne that bicycle ownership rates will show a corresponding decrease, 
and thus would be stolen less often. It is also reasonable to asswne that 21 year old 
students have been exposed to more crime prevention information than 19 year olds and 
would therefore perhaps be more aware of precautions to take against theft. Another 
explanation may be that 21 year olds own both a car and a bicycle, and if so the bicycle 
may be oflow value and little care is taken to secure it. However, the chi-squared tests 
showed that this over-representation of21 year olds was not statistically significant (p = 
0.8629). 
Table 21: Ethnicity comparison of bicycle theft victims with survey total (N = 73) 
Ethnic Group Frequency Percentage % of survey total 
Bangladeshi 1 1.4 0.2 
Pakistani 1 1.4 0.6 
Chinese 2 2.7 5.6 
Asiari other I 1.4 2.3 
White 68 93.2 86.1 
TOTAL 73 100.1 94.851 
" As previous footnote 
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This shows victims to be predominantly white, probably reflecting patterns of bicycle 
ownership and/or usage. The chi-squared test showed that the variation was not 
significant (p = 0.1417) 
Sex{N=72) 
Table 22: Sex comparison of bicycle theft victims with survey total 
Sex Frequency Percentage % of survey total 
Male 55 75.3 67.5 
Female 17 23.3 32.5 
This shows that males are the main victims, again probably reflecting patterns of 
ownership/usage, but the chi-squared test showed this not to be significant (p = 0.1073). 
Summary of Vehicle Related Crimes 
In the Vehicle and Bicycle Crime category (Questions 1-4), the most common crime was 
tampering with, or criminal damage to the vehicle. This accounted for 313 incidents and 
was 52.6% of the total crimes reported in Questions 1 -4. The next most common was 
theft from vehicle, accounting for 25.0% of incidents, with bicycle theft next at 14.6% 
and finally theft of vehicle at 7.7%. 
One victim experienced 36 incidents, 33 of which were criminal damage at the following 
locations: 
9oncampus 
16 elsewhere in Loughborough 
8 in home town/country 
Another victim experienced 25 incidents of criminal damage to vehicle, all of which 
were on campus. It is worth noting that 105 incidents (17.6% of total) were experienced 
by just 6 victims (2% of total victims). The issue of repeat victimisation is examined 
later in this research. 
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As sub-aim (a) of Aim I of the research was to determine the age, sex and ethnicity of 
the respondent and whether this has an impact on the amount and types of crime 
experienced, Questions 1 - 4 were analysed by sex, age and ethnic group to ascertain if 
there was anything significantly different between the victims in these cases and the 
survey population as a whole. The results are shown below and compared in the last 
colunm with the figure for the percentage shown in the full survey responses: 
SEX: 8 respondents did not answer. Of the remainder (N=291): 
Table 23: Sex comparison of all vehicle related victims with survey population 
SEX NUMBERS PERCENTAGE SURVEY% 
Male 202 69.4 67.5 
Female 89 30.6 32.5 
This shows a very slightly higher (non-significant) level of this type of crime for males, 
perhaps reflecting patterns of ownership or usage. 
AGE: 9 respondents did not answer. Of the remainder (N=290): 
Table 24: Age comparison of all vehicle related victims with survey population 
AGE NUMBERS PERCENTAGE SURVEY% 
19 93 32.1 32.1 
20 95 32.8 36.6 
21 51 17.6 13.2 
22 16 5.5 4.6 
23 11 3.8 2.6 
24 6 2.1 2.4 
25 1 0.3 1.1 
>25 17 5.9 7.4 
TOTAL 290 100.1 100.0 
This analysis shows little with the exception that 20 year olds are slightly under-
represented and 21 year olds over-represented, each by approximately the same amount. 
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These variations were not statistically significant (p = 0.4505). Again patterns of vehicle 
ownership could be a factor. 
The data for age for this group of victims were compared with that of the general survey 
for both mean and standard deviation: 
Vehicle/bicycle crime victims General survey 
Mean age: 
Standard deviation: 
20.83 
3.33 
It can be seen that this shows a very close correlation. 
ETHNICITY: 10 respondents did not answer. Of the remainder (N=289): 
Table 25: Ethnicity comparison of all vehicle related victims with survey 
population 
Ethnic Group Numbers Percentage 
Black African 1 0.3 
Black Caribbean 0 0 
Black other 2 0.7 
Bangladeshi 2 0.7 
Indian 6 2.1 
Pakistani 2 0.7 
Chinese 7 2.4 
Asian other 6 2.1 
White 261 90.3 
White other 2 0.7 
TOTAL 289 99.9 
20.90 
3.24 
Survey% 
0.6 
0.1 
0.3 
0.2 
3.5 
0.6 
5.6 
2.3 
86.1 
0.9 
100.1 
This data showed that generally crimes were distributed in proportion to ethnic 
composition, with the two exceptions that Whites tend to be over-represented and 
Chinese under-represented. These variations were not statistically significant 
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(p = 0.1110).1n both cases this may be due to patterns of vehicle/bicycle ownership and 
usage. The conclusion to be drawn from the age, ethnicity and sex analyses carried out 
above, is that for these variables, victims of vehicle related crime do not differ 
significantly from the general survey population. The analyses above also showed that 
there were 147 different victims of these crimes on campus compared with a grand total 
of299 for all locations, i.e. 49% of victims experience campus-related incidents. Of 
these campus-related victims, 70.3% were male (N=l45). 
Comparison of Prevalence Rates 
Crime rates can be described in terms of incidence (the number of crimes per head of 
population), or in terms of prevalence (the number (and rate of change) of victims per 
head of population), or concentration (the number of crimes per victim) (Mayhew et a! 
1993 and 1994). Considering Aim 1, sub-aim (g) which is to identify if students suffer a 
disproportionately different level of crime victimisation, a comparison of the prevalence 
for student victims was compared with data from the population as a whole using the 
1994 BCS. It should be noted that the BCS generally does not report in detail analysis of 
data by age groups so figures for these crimes represent results across the broad age 
spectrum (16-29) as opposed to the much younger group represented by this survey. 
Only 23% of the BCS survey respondents are in the 16-29 age group (HMSO 1994). 
Table 26: Prevalence Rates Compared 
Crime Survey(%) BCS(%) 
Theft of vehicle 2.7 3 
Theft from vehicle 8.8 12 
Theft ofbicycle 5.6 5 
The BCS also provides information about factors that either serve to heighten or reduce 
the likelihood of a car related theft occurring (Mirrlees-Black et a/1996). These were 
analysed and those that appeared to refer to students at Loughborough reported below: 
* 
* 
Increase Risks 
Younger households 
Live in flats and terraces 
Decrease Risks 
Live in East Midlands 
Poorer households 
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Highest risks were also associated with public car parks (e.g. campus car parks), and 
parking in streets by work and by home, all of which apply to students. 
Nevertheless, Table 26 (above) shows very similar prevalence rates for theft of 
vehicle and theft of bicycle. This is a somewhat surprising result in that intuitively 
one would think that student vehicles might be older models with poorer security, and 
that bicycle theft was endemic on campus52• Perhaps even more surprising is the much 
lower prevalence of theft from vehicle. A possible explanation for this is that students 
leave fewer things of value within vehicles. An analysis of re-victimisation rates for 
theft of and from vehicle in this survey showed that 19% of respondents had 
experienced more than one incident. This compares very closely with the 20% 
reported in the 1996 BCS. 
To summarise, students at Loughborough appear to have the same risk of theft of car and 
bicycle as the wider population, and a lower risk of having something stolen from a 
vehicle. They also do not have any greater likelihood of suffering repeat victimisation of 
theft of and from vehicle. However, if their car is stolen then they have much less 
chance of getting it back (see analysis to question 1). 
Question 5 
Question 5 asked how many of the incidents in questions 1-4 were covered by insurance. 
These responses showed that 213 incidents (35.8% of the total) were covered by 
insurance. Two people reported 11 and 12 incidents as being covered. The question 
did not ask whether any claim was actually made. There were 88 victims (60%) of 
vehicle/bicycle crime on campus who were not covered by insurance, and this proportion 
is similar (58%) for victims at all locations. 
"A survey of Loughborough University by Thresher (1995) found that bicycle related crime was the 
largest category at 39% of the total. 
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Burglary 
Aim I, sub-aim (b) referred to determining the location and extent of burglary 
victimisation and the next section deals with crimes that had taken place around where 
the person lived. In the main this refers to burglary, which for these purposes means 
someone gaining access to a premises and stealing property. However, as the 1996 BCS 
explains (Mirrlees-Black et all996), in law burglary includes any incidents where an 
offender enters, or attempts to enter as a trespasser with the intention of committing 
theft, rape, grievous bodily harm, or unlawful damage. Questions 6 to 8 refer to what the 
BCS classifies as "Burglary - attempts and no loss" and "Burglary with loss" (Mayhew et 
all994). Where something is stolen by someone who has a right to be there (e.g. fellow 
student or workman) then this is counted as "theft in dwelling" and is covered by 
question 9. 
After vehicle crime, burglary is the second largest offence category representing 23% of 
notifiable offences recorded by police in 1996 (Povey et all996). The 1996 BCS shows 
that as the majority of offences are attempts (43%) and as in another 12% of cases 
nothing is stolen, then the majority ofburglaries (56%) do not now involve loss. 
However, it is unlikely that this is accepted generally; suspects would only be classified 
as committing a burglary when the offence involved unlawful entry, not merely the 
attempt. 
In each question below the data is also analysed for age, sex and ethnic distribution 
but these results are only shown if there is anything of significance to report. 
Question 6 
In this question respondents were asked if anyone had entered, without permission, 
premises where they were staying and had stolen, or attempted to steal, anything 
belonging to them. 
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Table 27: Burglary 
LOCATION No. of RESPONSES No. ofiNCIDENTS 
Hall of Residence 80 149 
Loughborough 42 97 
Home town/country 35 42 
Other 5 5 
TOTAL 162 293 
% on university prem. 49.3 50.1 
An analysis of this table shows that the largest number of incidents and respondents 
(approximately 50% of each) related to crimes taking place on campus. There were 153 
different victims involved with one individual reporting 60 incidents (20.5% of the 
total), with the top four reporting 89 incidents (30.3% of the total). 
Question 7 
This question asked if anyone had similarly entered without permission and caused 
damage to any of the respondent's property. 
Table 28: Burglary (with damage) 
LOCATION No. of RESPONSES No. ofiNCIDENTS 
Hall of Residence 37 53 
Loughborough 13 24 
Home town/country 6 6 
Other 1 1 
TOTAL 57 84 
% on university prem. 64.9 63.1 
As in the previous question, this table also shows that the largest proportion of responses 
and incidents (nearly two thirds) related to crimes taking place on campus. There were 
54 different victims, with one accounting for 12 incidents (14.3% of the total). 
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Table 29: Age comparison of Burglary (damage) victims with survey population 
(N=52) 
Age Frequency Percentage % of survey total 
19 21 40.4 32.1 
20 17 32.7 36.6 
21 8 15.4 13.2 
22 1 1.9 4.6 
23 2 3.8 2.6 
24 2 3.8 2.4 
25 0 0 1.1 
Over25 1 1.9 7.4 
TOTAL 52 99.9 100.0 
Table 30: Sex comparison of Burglary (damage) victims with survey population 
(N =51) 
Sex Frequency Percentage % of survey total 
Male 38 74.5 67.5 
Female 13 25.5 32.5 
Analyses of the two tables above show a higher level of crime for 19 year old males. The 
reasons for this are not clear. It could be a reflection of the lifestyle of young men, or 
perhaps older persons victimising young and inexperienced members of the student 
community. However, the chi-squared test showed that the variation was not significant 
(p = 0.8118). 
Question 8 
Question 8 asked, that apart from those incidents already mentioned, was there any 
evidence that someone had tried to get in without permission to steal or to cause damage. 
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Table 31: Attempted Burglary 
LOCATION No. of RESPONSES No. ofiNCIDENTS 
Hall ofResidence 32 49 
Loughborough 21 24 
Home town/country 14 18 
Other 0 0 
TOTAL 67 91 
% on university prem. 47.8 53.8 
As with the two previous questions, the largest proportion of responses and incidents 
related to campus-based crimes. There were 66 different victims with one reporting 8 
incidents (8.8% of the total). 
Question 9 
In this question, respondents were asked that apart from those incidents already 
mentioned, was anything else belonging to the them stolen from where they were living. 
Table 32: Theft in Dwelling 
LOCATION No. of RESPONSES No. ofiNCIDENTS 
Hall ofResidence 18 33 
Loughborough 7 14 
Home town/country 3 4 
Other 0 0 
TOTAL 28 51 
% on university prem. 64.3 64.7 
Again the highest proportion (nearly two thirds) related to incidents on campus. There 
were 28 victims involved with 3 reporting 5 incidents each (i.e. 29.4% of the total 
number of incidents). 
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Question 10 
Respondents were asked if milk had ever been stolen from outside the premises where 
they were staying. 
Table 33: Theft of Milk 
LOCATION No. of RESPONSES No. ofiNCIDENTS 
Hall ofResidence 39 126 
Loughborough 4 15 
Home town/country 16 37 
Other 0 0 
TOTAL 59 178 
% on university prem. 66.1 70.8 
The table above shows that by far the largest number (71 %) of these incidents took place 
on campus. There were 58 different victims involved with 3 reporting a total of34 
incidents (19.1% of the total number of incidents). 
Age(N=58) 
Table 34: Age comparison of milk theft victims with survey population 
Age Frequency Percentage % of survey total 
19 13 22.4 32.1 
20 31 53.4 36.6 
21 9 15.5 13.2 
22 2 3.4 4.6 
23 2 3.4 2.6 
24 0 0 2.4 
25 0 0 1.1 
Over25 1 1.7 7.4 
TOTAL 58 99.8 100.0 
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The above analysis shows that this is a crime experienced by young people, probably 
due to the nature of residence, in that first year students are more likely to be housed in 
Halls of Residence which have common kitchen areas, which in turn increase the 
likelihood of milk being taken by a fellow student. In fact, 70.8% of incidents took place 
in a Hall of Residence. The chi-squared test showed that the variation was not significant 
(p = 0.3421 ). 
Table 35: Ethnicity comparison of milk theft victims with survey population (N = 
57) 
Ethnic Group Frequency Percentage % of survey total 
Indian 4 7.0 3.5 
Pakistani 1 1.8 0.6 
Chinese 2 3.5 5.6 
Asian other 1 1.8 2.3 
White 49 86.0 86.1 
TOTAL 57 100.1 98.153 
This table shows a higher rate of this crime for the Indian group, but it is based on very 
small numbers and the chi-squared test shows that this is not significant (p = 0.4471). 
Question 11 
In this question respondents were asked, that apart from anything already noted, had 
anything else been stolen from outside the premises, including the doorstep, garage and 
garden. 
53 The total is less than I 00% as not all ethnic groups were represented as victims 
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Table 36: Theft from external area of premises 
LOCATION No. of RESPONSES No. ofiNCIDENTS 
Hall of Residence 11 18 
Loughborough 33 36 
Home town/country 17 20 
Other 3 3 
TOTAL 64 77 
% on university prem. 17.2 23.4 
It can be seen from the table above that the largest number of responses and incidents 
related to crimes taking place in Loughborough. This probably reflects that student 
houses have clearly defined external areas, with gardens and often sheds, whereas Halls 
of Residence open into and are surrounded by public space. There were 62 different 
victims involved, with one reporting 5 incidents (6.5% of the total number of incidents). 
Question 12 
Aim I sub-aim (b) was to determine the type of crime committed, the location and extent 
of victimisation in terms of a number of offences, including criminal damage. Question 
12 asked, that apart from anything already noted, had anyone deliberately defaced or 
damaged the premises or anything outside it that belonged to the respondent. 
Table 37: Criminal damage to premises 
LOCATION No. of RESPONSES No. ofiNCIDENTS 
Hall of Residence 52 109 
Loughborough 32 43 
Home town/country 15 20 
Other 1 1 
TOTAL 100 173 
% on university prem. 52 63 
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This table shows that the majority of incidents (63%) took place in or around a Hall of 
Residence and it most probably reflects damage done by students. There were 97 victims 
involved with one reporting 20 incidents (11.6% of the total number of incidents). 
Summary of Burglary related questions 
As with vehicle crime, the BCS has also identified risk factors associated with burglary. 
As May hew (et a/1993) explains, the most important factor is where a person lives. 
Those heightened risk factors likely to have an impact on students at Loughborough 
include: 
• inner city locations because of proximity of offenders (whilst Loughborough is not a 
city as such it nevertheless can be argued that it exhibits some of these characteristics 
in that it has pockets of relatively deprived medium density housing with associated 
social problems) 
• flats, rooms and bed-sits are more vulnerable than houses 
• rented accommodation, as owner-occupiers provide better security for themselves 
than landlords do for tenants (this issue will be returned to later) 
• single adult households more at risk than those with two or more adults 
• lower levels of occupancy (i.e. being away from the home at weekends and at 
holidays), with 10% of burglaries occurring whilst the householder is away at 
weekend or on holidays (more than would be expected by random choice) (Mirrlees-
Black et a/1996). Later in this thesis this is mentioned by a number of students when 
identifying risk factors. 
Prevalence rates compared 
A comparison of prevalence rates for burglary with that of the 1994 BCS indicates that 
whereas the BCS identifies rates of3-4%, this survey shows rates ofbetween 4% at 
question No.7 to 12% at question No.6. The 1992 BCS survey also shows that 18% of 
burglary victims had been burgled more than once whereas if victimisation was 
distributed at random the expectation would be for a 3% re-victimisation rate. The BCS 
also indicates that this 18% accounts for 35% ofburglary incidents. A comparison with 
this survey data shows that 27% are repeat victims compared to the BCS's 18%, and that 
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they account for 62% of all incidents (BCS = 35%). This high figure of 62% is skewed 
by one individual who reported 60 incidents. If this is removed the figure drops back to 
41%, still higher than that shown in the BCS. 
To summarise burglary findings for students at Loughborough, compared with the 
national survey they are up to three times more likely to suffer such an offence 
(prevalence rate of 12% vs 4% for BCS) and they have a moderately increased risk of 
suffering repeat victimisation. Whereas in vehicle related crime there were factors which 
both raised and lowered the risk, and which perhaps helped keep the rates in line with 
the national average, with burglary it appears that all of the risk factors are negative and 
may combine or interact with each other to deliver a much higher rate of burglary 
victimisation. 
Crimes against the Person 
Aim I sub-aim (b) was to determine the types of crime committed, the location and the 
extent of victimisation in terms of a number of offences which included theft and assault. 
Questions 13 to 23 related to crimes against the individual personally. These also asked 
for the location ofthe incident if it took place on campus. Where this information was 
supplied details are shown below, together with the number of times it was mentioned 
and also showing (in brackets) the sex of the person reporting. 
Question 13 
Question 13 related to theft and asked if anything that was being carried was stolen out 
of the hands, pockets bag or case. 
Table 38: Theft from person 
LOCATION No. of RESPONSES No. ofiNCIDENTS 
University premises 6 7 
Loughborough 5 6 
Home town/country 7 7 
Other 15 15 
TOTAL 33 35 
% on university prem. 18.2 20 
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Unlike the earlier burglary questions, this table shows that this crime is distributed fairly 
evenly across locations, with the exception that the "other" location accounts for 43% of 
incidents. When the location of the incident was written in on the questionnaire (space 
was provided) by the student it often related to a holiday destination, or whilst travelling. 
There were 31 victims involved, with one reporting 4 incidents (11.4% of the total). 
An obvious question to ask is to determine if crimes are clustered in any particular 
locations on campus, i.e. ifthere is one, or several, crime "hot spots", and to 
determine if within this crime pattern there are clusters for specific types of crime. 
Where respondents provided details about the location of the incident on University 
premises these have been recorded for each question. The sex of the respondent was also 
recorded and shown in brackets. The intention is to determine if crimes are randomly 
distributed spatially, or if any patterns or "hot spots" can be identified. Doing so would 
provide an opportunity for the introduction oftargeted crime prevention initiatives. (This 
process was also adopted for following questions). 
The Campus locations identified and sex of respondent (where known) were: Computer 
Centre (Male), K1 09 (M), Chemical Engineering (F) 
This question includes those crimes that the BCS describes as "Muggings" (robbery and 
snatch theft) (Mirrlees-Black et al1996). A degree afforce is used rather than stealth to 
obtain the property. The 1996 BCS shows that just 0.8% or respondents are victims of 
this type of crime but in the 16-29 age group this rises to 1.3% for females and to 3.0% 
for males. 
Analysis of responses to this question showed that 2.3% of respondents had been victims 
of his type of crime, a result generally consistent with that found by the BCS. 
Question 14 
In this question respondents were asked, that apart from anything already mentioned, 
had anyone tried to steal anything that was being carried. 
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On university premises, 1 person reported 1 incident. 
In Loughborough, 5 people reported 5 incidents. 
In home town/country, 1 person reported 1 incident. 
In other places, 8 people reported 8 incidents. 
Table 39: Attempted theft from person 
LOCATION No. of RESPONSES No. ofiNCIDENTS 
University premises 1 1 
Loughborough 5 5 
Home town/country 1 1 
Other 8 8 
TOTAL 15 15 
% on university prem. 6.7 6.7 
Very few students reported this type of crime, with most offences taking place off-
campus. Only one University location was written in: Student Union (F) 
Question 15 
Question 15 asked, that apart from anything mentioned in the previous question, was 
anything stolen from a cloakroom, office, or anywhere else that it had been left. 
Table 40: Theft (other) 
LOCATION No. of RESPONSES No. ofiNCIDENTS 
University premises 51 59 
Loughborough 8 12 
Home town/country 14 14 
Other 15 16 
TOTAL 88 101 
% on university prem. 58 58.4 
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An examination of this table shows that the largest number of incidents took place on 
campus. There were 85 different victims, with 2 reporting a total of9 incidents (8.9% of 
total number of incidents). 
Campus locations identified, showing total number of times it was mentioned and sex of 
respondent in brackets: 
Student Union IO (3F), Bridgman Centre 2 (IF), Sports Hall changing rooms 3 (IF), 
EHB 4 (IF), William Morris Hall 2 (2M), PEC 3 (3M), Library 2 (1F), Chemical 
Engineering Lab. I (M), Chemistry Computer Room I (M), The Holt I (M), Butler 
Court I (M), Elvyn Richards Hall I (M), KI 09 1 (M), Campus mail "Pigeon hole" I (F), 
Geography Dept I (F), Swimming Pool I (F), Near Chemical Engineering I (F), Human 
Sciences Dept I (F) Towers Hall I (F), Falkner-Eggington Hall I (F), Rutherford Hall 
I (F). 
"Thefts other" account for 22% of notifiable offences (Povey et a!I996) and 26.I% of 
crimes reported by the BCS (Mirrlees-Black et a!I996). This survey shows that there 
were I01 incidents of this type of crime out of a total of2908 incidents recorded, a 
proportion of3.5%. The incidents oftheft of milk (Question IO) have not been added to 
those from Question I5. The BCS excludes analysis of milk bottle theft but 7% of 
households experienced at least one incident in the I4 month survey period (Mayhew et 
a/1993). 
Loughborough students therefore appear to experience a much reduced risk of this type 
of crime, perhaps because much of the acquisitive crime is burglary. The majority of 
incidents took place on university premises, with the Student Union being highlighted as 
the most frequent location. 
Question 16 
Question I6 asked, that apart from anything already mentioned, had any property owned 
by the respondent been damaged or tampered with by vandals or people attempting to 
steal. 
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Table 41: Criminal damage 
LOCATION No. of RESPONSES No. ofiNCIDENTS 
University premises 15 19 
Loughborough 6 12 
Home town/country 7 9 
Other 4 4 
TOTAL 32 44 
% on university prem. 46.9 59.4 
This table indicates that the largest proportion of these incidents took place on 
university premises. It is also possible that this question also recorded damage to 
vehicles which had been recorded by an earlier question (question No.3)- see number 
of car park locations identified below. There were 30 different victims involved with 
three accounting for a total of 12 incidents (27.3% of total). 
Campus locations where incidents occurred and numbers/sex of respondents: 
CarParkNo.2, -I (M), Car Park No. 7,1(F), Car park No. 9, 1 (M), Bicycle shed by 
Towers Hall, 1 (F), Chemistry Dept., 1 (F), outside Electrical Engineering, 1 (M), 
outside Library, 1 (M), outside Royce Hall, 1 (M), Elvyn Richards bicycle shed, 1 (M), 
outside Schofield building, 1 (M), EHB Car park, 1 (M), outside Engineering Dept., 1 
(M). 
Question 17 
This question related to drug and/or alcohol use and asked if anyone had caused the 
respondent to take any drug or alcohol without his/her knowledge. 
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Table 42: Drug or Alcohol use without knowledge 
LOCATION No. of RESPONSES No. ofiNCIDENTS 
University premises 31 61 
Loughborough 14 31 
Home town/country 16 40 
Other 3 3 
TOTAL 64 135 
% on university prem. 48.4 45.2 
As can be seen from the above table, the largest proportion of these incidents took place 
on university premises. There were 46 different victims involved, with one accounting 
for 30 incidents (22.2% of total) and the top three for 51 incidents (37.8% of the total). 
Age(N=45) 
Table 43: Age comparison of drug/alcohol victims with survey population 
Age Frequency Percentage % of survey total 
19 17 37.8 32.1 
20 17 37.8 36.6 
21 9 20.0 13.2 
22 2 4.4 4.6 
23 1 0 2.6 
24 0 0 2.4 
25 0 0 1.1 
Over25 0 0 7.4 
TOTAL 45 100.0 100.0 
Although based on a fairly small number of incidents the above analysis shows that 
young people are predominantly the victims of this crime, perhaps reflecting their 
lifestyles. However, the chi-squared test showed that this was not significant (p = 
0.8131 ). As mentioned prior to Question No.6, the results for each question are analysed 
for age, sex and ethnic distribution, but are only commented on if there is anything of 
interest to report. Responses to this question from females showed nothing significant. 
144 
However, it might have been helpful to link this question to a second relating to 'date 
rape'. 
Question 18 
Question 18 related to the telephone and asked if the respondent had received any 
offensive, threatening or obscene calls. 
Table 44: Offensive/threatening/obscene telephone calls 
LOCATION No. of RESPONSES No. ofiNCIDENTS 
University premises 2 2 
Loughborough 32 64 
Home town/country 44 114 
Other 2 11 
TOTAL 80 191 
% on university prem. 2.5 1 
The majority of these offences took place away from university premises, presumably in 
locations where the victim had access to a personal telephone, or at least one that was 
shared with only a few others. There were 78 different victims involved, with 2 
accounting for a total of22 incidents (11.5% oftotal). 
Sex(N=77) 
Table 45: Sex comparison of telephone call victims with survey population 
Sex Frequency Percentage % ofsurvey total 
Male 40 51.9 67.5 
Female 37 48.1 32.5 
This shows that females are over-represented as victims of this crime. The chi-squared 
test showed this to be significant at the O.Ollevel (p = 0.0036). In retrospect it would 
have been more useful for the questionnaire to have separated out obscene/offensive 
calls from those that are threatening, to see to what extent these are related to female 
victims. 
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Question 19 
This question related to assault and asked whether respondents had been deliberately hit 
with fists or a weapon, or kicked, or had force or violence used against them, including 
from people well known to them. Although respondents may have different 
interpretations about such a question, and may not be sure whether the act was deliberate 
or not, they also know how they felt at the time of the incident and hence can make a 
judgement based on their personal experiences. 
Table 46: Assault 
LOCATION No. of RESPONSES No. ofiNCIDENTS 
University premises 71 152 
Loughborough 69 94 
Home town/country 40 160 
Other 16 23 
TOTAL 196 429 
% on university prem. 36.2% 35.4% 
An examination of this table shows that this offence occurs more frequently than others 
measured by the questionnaire, and that incidents are distributed widely across locations. 
There were 156 different victims involved, with one accounting for 103 incidents (24% 
of total) and the top 7 (4.5% of victims) accounting for 196 incidents (45.7% of the 
total). The issue of multiple victimisation highlighted by this data is discussed elsewhere. 
Campus locations that were identified, number of times that this was mentioned and sex 
of respondent: 
Student Union, 26 (6F), "In Hall" ,3 (3M), Butler Court, 4 (3F), Elvyn Richards Hall, 2 
(2M), Falkner-Eggington Hall, 3 (3M), Towers Hall,2 (1F), outside Student Union, 1 
(M), Near Cayley Hall 1 (F), William Morris Hall 1, (F),outside William Morris Hall, 1 
(M), path between Hazelrigg!Rutland Hall and Seb Coe steps, 1 (F), EHB Bar, 1 (M), 
Rugby pitch, 1 (M), Chemistry Car park, 1 (M), Lecture theatres, I (M), Faraday Hall, 1 
(M), PEC, 1 (M), Royce building, 1 (M), Brockington building, 1 (M). 
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As with Question No.15 ("Theft other''), the most common location was inside the 
Student Union building- 6 females reported being assaulted there. Other incidents 
were widely distributed either inside or outside various Halls. 
Table 47: Ethnicity comparison of Assault victims with survey population (N = 
152) 
Ethnic Group Frequency Percentage % of survey total 
Black other 1 0.7 0.3 
Indian 5 3.3 3.5 
Chinese 1 0.7 5.6 
Asian other 1 0.7 2.3 
White 142 93.4 86.1 
White other 2 1.3 0.9 
TOTAL 152 100.1 98.754 
Table 48: Sex comparison of Assault victims with survey population (N = 153) 
Sex Frequency Percentage % of survey total 
Male 130 85.0 67.5 
Female 23 15.0 32.5 
The two analyses above show that the victims of this type of crime are most likely to be 
white males. This may be due to their lifestyles, including perhaps the influence of 
alcohol, which is discussed elsewhere. However, the chi-squared tests showed that 
ethnicity was not significant (p = 0.0709), but that sex was significant at the 0.01 level (p 
= 0.0001) 
Ouestion20 
Question 20 asked whether anyone had threatened the use of force or violence in a way 
that actually caused fright. 
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Table 49: Threat to use force (N = 129) 
LOCATION No. of RESPONSES No. ofiNCIDENTS 
University premises 62 102 
Loughborough 39 65 
Home town/country 35 44 
Other 15 18 
TOTAL 151 229 
% on university prem. 41.1% 44.5% 
The table above shows that the largest proportion of incidents took place on University 
premises. There were 129 different victims involved with 3 accounting for 30 incidents 
(13.1% of total incidents). 
The number oflocations that were mentioned, frequency and gender of the respondent, 
where known are shown below (NB Locations were not always given hence the number 
oftimes locations were mentioned is less than total number of responses): 
Student Union, 30 (7F), Falkner-Eggington Hall,4 (4M), William Morris Hall, 2 (2M), 
outside Faraday Hall, 1 (F), outside Transport Technology Dept., 1 (M), Harry French 
Court, 1 (M), Rutherford Hall, 1 (M), Cayley Hall, 1 (M), PEC, 1 (M), outside Towers 
Hall, 1 (M), Towers Bar, 1 (M), Butler Court, 1 (M), Royce Hall, 1 (M). The responses 
were distributed by sex and location (N = 127): 
Table 50: Violence victims sex/location distribution 
LOCATION MALE FEMALE 
Responses/Incidents Responses/Incidents 
University premises 54/94 6/6 
Loughborough 31/53 7/11 
Home town/country 24/33 10/10 
Other 11114 4/4 
TOTAL 120/194 27/31 
Males as% 
Responses/Incidents 81.6/86.2 
" As previous footnote 
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To assist in understanding complex data, in addition to the normal tables, charts have 
also been used where appropriate: 
Chart 1: Violence victims - sex/location 
100 
~~~~~~~~ go 
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20 
10 
0 
Male Incidents 
Female Responses 
As with the previous question males were clearly tbe largest group accounting for nearly 
82% of victims and 86% of incidents. The chi-squared test showed that this was 
significant at the 0.01 level (p = 0.0068). An ethnic distribution showed 91.5% of 
victims as being white but this was not statistical ly significant (p = 0.0521 ). 
A large proportion of offences (48%) occurred on university premjses. Response to both 
this question and question 19 indicate that many of the offences take place in the Student 
Union. A number of offences also occurred in Halls of Residence, suggesting an 
underlying level of violence on campus. 
Question 21 
In this question respondents were asked if they had been sexually interfered with (i .e. 
touched), assaulted or attacked, either by a stranger or someone they knew. 
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Table 51: Sexual Assault (N = 31) 
LOCATION No. of RESPONSES No. ofiNCIDENTS 
University premises 17 18 
Loughborough 5 6 
Home town/country 9 11 
Other 3 3 
TOTAL 34 48 
% on university prem. 50 37.5 
The results above show that half of all responses and just over a third of all incidents 
took place on University premises. There were 31 different victims involved with 2 
accounting for 9 incidents (18.7% of total incidents). 
Locations, number of times that they were mentioned and gender of respondent, where 
shown: Student Union, 10 (7F), Falkner· Eggington Hall, 2 (2F), Towers Hall, 1 (F), 
Cayley Hall, 1 (F). The responses were distributed by sex: 
Table 52: Sexual Assault victims distributed by sex 
LOCATION MALE FEMALE 
Responses/Incidents Responses/Incidents 
University premises 4/9 13/19 
Loughborough 4/5 1/1 
Home town/country 2/2 717 
Other 111 2/2 
TOTAL 11/17 23/29 
Males as% 
Responses/Incidents 32.4/36.9 
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Chart 2: Sexual Assault victims - sex/location 
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An analysis of responses showed that females outnumber males as victims in this 
category by approximately 2: l. Given the lower number of female participants in the 
survey this represents a prevalence rate55 of 5.6% as opposed to 1.3% for males. As in 
the previous two questions, a large proportion (37.5%) of incidents took place on 
campus with the Student Union, with I 0 reported incidents, again prominent. This 
confi rms the earlier findings ofOng (1994) who found that most (60%) cases took place 
in the Student Union. 
Question 22 
This asked whether anyone had indecently exposed hi m/herself to the respondent. It is 
very likely that respondents' interpretations of ' Indecent' will vary considerably and 
hence the results from this question are at best a weak guideline of the extent of these 
incidents. 
55 i.e. the number of victims divided by the number of respondenls of each sex in the survey. 
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Table 53: Indecent Exposure ( N = 43) 
LOCATION No. of RESPONSES No. ofiNCIDENTS 
University premises 27 65 
Loughborough 10 13 
Home town/country 5 5 
Other 5 9 
TOTAL 47 92 
% on university prem. 57.4 70.7 
The table above shows that over half of the responses and more than two thirds of the 
incidents related to events taking place on University premises. There were 43 different 
victims with 2 accounting for 18 incidents (19.6% of total incidents). 
Locations, number of times mentioned and gender (where known): 
Student Union, 3 (2M), EHB bar, 3 (IF), Faraday Hall, 1 (M), Royce Hall, 1 (M), The 
Holt, 1 (M), Rutherford Hall, 1 (F), Outside Student Union, 1 (F), Falkner-Eggington 
Hall, 1 (F), EHB bicycle sheds, 1 (F). 
The responses were distributed by location and by sex (N = 42): 
Table 54: Sex/location distribution oflndecent Exposure victims 
LOCATION MALE FEMALE 
Responses/Incidents Responses/Incidents 
University premises 18/50 8113 
Loughborough 4/7 6/6 
Home town/country 3/3 2/2 
Other 3/7 2/2 
TOTAL 28/67 18/23 
Males as% 
Responses/Incidents 60.1/74.4 
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Chart 3: Indecent exposure victims - sex/location 
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Table 55: Sex distribution of aJIIndecent Assault victims compared with survey 
population (N = 42) 
Sex Frequency Percentage % of survey total 
Male 26 61.9 67.5 
Female 16 38.1 32.5 
These results show that females are slightly over-represented as victims (38.1 vs 32.5 for 
survey population) in this category but also that males suffer this crime too. This 
variation was not statistically significant (p = 0.4388). This question does not measure 
the degree to which the individual may or may not have been offended by such activity. 
Question 23 
This question was intended to record any incidents that might have been missed by 
asking if the respondents had been the victim of any crime not already mentioned in 
questions 1-22. 
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Table 56: Any other crime (N = 39) 
LOCATION No. of RESPONSES No. of INCIDENTS 
University premises 19 21 
Loughborough 13 13 
Home town/country 8 12 
Other 1 1 
TOTAL 41 47 
% on university prem. 46.3 44.7 
This table shows that there were 47 'other crimes' recorded, nearly half of which took 
place on University premises. The results were distributed for Ethnicity (N = 38): 
Table 57: Ethnic distribution of"Other Crime" victims and comparison with 
survey population 
Ethnic Group Frequency Percentage % of survey total 
Indian 4 10.5 3.5 
Chinese 3 7.9 5.6 
Asian other 2 5.3 2.3 
White 27 71.1 86.1 
White other 2 5.3 0.9 
The table above shows an over-representation from some ethnic groups (e.g. Indians 
10.5% vs 3.5% of survey total), reflecting the incidents listed below. By comparison, 
whites were under-represented as victims (71.1 %vs 86.1% of survey total). This was 
significant at the 0.01level (p = 0.0031). The question also asked respondents to specifY 
the nature of the incidents. Details are shown below. The first two responses were from 
females and the remainder were from males: 
* 
* 
* 
Harassed by a group of young males whilst using phone box 
Offensive language from men in Ashby Road 
Electrical sale fraud (4) 
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* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
Use of stolen switch card (3) 
Armed robbery & unlawful imprisonment 
Staple fired from a moving car 
Cash and credit card taken from lost wallet & card used 
Contents ofbag stolen in Computer Centre 
Attempted armed robbery in Loughborough 
Threats to property at parent's Chinese takeaway 
Chased in car by taxi driver 
Parts stolen from bicycle whilst locked up at L'boro railway station 
2 burglaries and 1 attempted theft of motorcycle 
Racist remarks (2) 
Food stolen from fridge 
··Nearly knocked offbicycle by a car on campus 
Question 23 marked the last question dealing with victimisation and a detailed analysis 
of the results follows at the end of this section. 
Contributory factors 
Question 24 
Aim I sub-aim (e) is to determine from victims the factors which they think 
contributed to the offence taking place, i.e. those that are either situational or 
behavioural. In this question respondents were asked to write down the factors that they 
thought may have contributed to the crime or incident occurring. It gave as examples 
'inadequate lighting' and 'isolated location' to prompt the type of answer required and 
these examples may have influenced respondents' choice. The responses are summarised 
below with the number of times that it was mentioned shown in brackets: 
Males: 
* Alcohol related (61) 
* 
* 
* 
* 
Inadequate lighting ( 44) 
Isolated location (34) 
Inadequate security (17) 
Inadequate security presence (11) 
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* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
Own carelessness (7) 
Lack of bike racks/sheds (5) 
Lack of police presence (4) 
Premises left unattended (4) 
Location (easy access/escape; close to pub) ( 4) 
Low moral values (3) 
Town vs students (2) 
Inadequate surveillance (2) 
Failure to check on the company selling the goods (2) 
Punishment does not deter (2) 
Social structure (2) 
Opportuni&crime(2) 
Drug related (2) 
30 other different reasons were given, 10 of which related to poor/no security 
(i.e. locks, etc) at location. 
Females: 
* Inadequate lighting (33) 
* Isolated location (26) 
* Alcohol related (17) 
* Lack of campus security (12) 
* Lack of general security (5) 
* Student houses obvious target (5) 
* Premises left unattended ( 4) 
* Late at night (3) 
* Own carelessness (3) 
* Easy access (3) 
* Inadequate lighting at rented property (2) 
* Male attitudes/behaviour (2) 
* Busy location (2) 
* Young children messing around (2) 
* Attractive target for theft (2) 
* Poor bicycle locks (2) 
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* 21 other different reasons were given, 5 of which related generally to poor 
security at the location. 
There were a total of382 responses. The responses from males and females were 
consistent in that the top four factors are the same, the only difference being in the order 
in which they ranked them. For males, alcohol was the number one factor, whereas this 
is number three for females. Both groups indicated that the location, poor lighting and 
poor or absent security were the most common contributory factors. Totalling the 
responses to these four factors gives a figure of 260, which is 68% of all responses. Thus 
for those incidents that took place on university premises, improving both the lighting 
and security could have a significant impact on reducing the incidence of crime, or at 
least it may displace it. This action is at the discretion of university management, and 
coupled with an alcohol education programme offers the prospect of targeted crime 
prevention intervention. 
Crime Reporting 
Ouestion25 
Aim II is to determine the extent of under reporting of crime in terms of the victim's 
contribution to the offence taking place, perceptions of seriousness, satisfaction with 
service received from police/security, and any insurance aspects. In this question 
respondents were asked whether any of the incidents had been reported to the Police, 
Security Staff, a member of the university or someone else. If to someone else they were 
asked to specify to whom. 
Table 58: Crime reporting (N = 288) 
REPORTED TO No of RESPONSES No. of REPORTS 
Police 202 238 
Security Staff 100 110 
Member of University 64 82 
Other 63 63 
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This shows the largest number of reports were made to the police, followed by reports to 
university security staff. What is perhaps surprising is the large number of reports made 
to other members of the University. These of course may have been reports in the first 
instance which were then passed on to security and/or the police. There were 288 
different individuals involved with one accounting for 12 separate reports. Distributions 
for sex, age and ethnicity showed no significant variation from the sample as a whole. 
As it is very likely that a single incident may have been reported to a number of people, 
e.g. to the police, to security and to parents, then a degree of duplication has obviously 
taken place. One report may also have been about more than one incident, although this 
is less likely except where there may have been multiple victims as a result of a single 
incident and just one person reported. What the figures do show is that 288 victims 
reported the crime to somebody, and that this represents 39.4% ofthe total victim sample 
population. This is a much higher figure than the 18% reported by Ong (1994). 
Question 26 
Like question 24, this asked respondents to write in a reason for why they did not report 
any of the incidents. A broad range of responses were received, and are summarised 
below with the number of times that the reason was mentioned shown in brackets: 
Males: 
* Only a minor incident (58) 
* Not worth it (14) 
* Could not prove who did it (10) 
* Police would be unable to help (9) 
* Too much hassle (8) 
* Sorted it out myself(5) 
* Would not be able to trace/recover property (5) 
* Waste oftime (3) 
* Did not think it would help (3) 
* Not bothered by the incident (2) 
* No confidence (2) 
* Isolated incident (2) 
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'-
* 
* 
* 
No point (2) 
Nothing would have been done (2) 
30 other responses were received, 5 of which expressed the view that the 
police/security were unhelpful before or unwilling to help. 
Female: 
* Minor incident (32) 
* Not worth it (6) 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
No point- nothing would be done (6) 
Isolated incident (5) 
No chance of recovering property (4) 
Did not want to report someone I knew/fellow student (4) 
Could not remember/describe offender (3) 
No insurance cover (2) 
"No claims" bonus important (2) 
Police would not be able to do much (2) 
On holiday (2) 
16 other different responses were received. 
It can be seen that the main reason for non-reporting, for both sexes, is that the incident 
is deemed to be of a minor nature. This represented 38% of responses. The second 
largest single reason being that it would not be 'worth it'. This response raises issues 
about the cost-benefits of reporting crime. Presumably, if the incident was minor, as in 
the top response, then it would also not be 'worth it'. On the other hand, if there was a 
perception that nothing would be done anyway then it could also be deemed to be not 
'worth it'. 
This latter view emerged in a number of responses where it was felt that the 
police/security would be unable or unwilling to help, or that nothing would or could be 
done. When added together these responses relating to lack of confidence in the 
police/security service totalled 34, or 14% of reasons- the second largest category. For 
five males, previous bad experiences with the police and/or security were given as the 
reasons for not reporting this time. 
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Sexual Harassment 
Question 27 
Aim I sub-aim (a) sought information about sexual harassment. In this question 
respondents were asked if they were aware that the University had a Sexual Harassment 
Advisor. They were asked to circle a Yes/No box. 
Yes 
No 
= 
= 
653 
595 
45 people did not answer this question and of the remainder (N = 1248) 47.7% said 
"No". Given that the sample group were second year students this shows that either the 
University is failing to get the message across or that it is so unimportant to a large 
number of people that they forget that they have been told about it. The sex distribution 
of responses showed a similar awareness between males and females, with 52.4% of 
males and 51% of females saying "Yes". 
Question 28 
Question 28 asked respondents, that excluding anything mentioned in question 21 (the 
indecent assault question), had they been the victim of sexual harassment. 
Table 59: Sexual Harassment (N = 16) 
LOCATION No. of RESPONSES No. ofiNCIDENTS 
University premises 10 33 
Loughborough 6 20 
Home town/country 3 13 
Other 3 7 
TOTAL 22 73 
% on university prem. 45.4 45.2 
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The table above shows that nearly half of the incidents took place on university 
premises. There were 16 different victims with 1 accounting for 30 incidents ( 41.1% of 
the total incidents). Analysis showed that this was a 20 year old white female. Sex 
distribution showed that all the victims were female. Age and ethnicity distribution 
showed nothing of significance. Of the 15 victims, 14 were white and one was a 
Pakistani. 
These results were then compared with the previous question to see how many of the 
victims would have been aware that the university had a Sexual Harassment Advisor. 
Results showed that 7 responses to question 28 had also answered "Yes" to the previous 
question. 
Question 29 
This question related to incident reporting and asked if any of the incidents had been 
reported to the Sexual Harassment Advisor. Respondents were asked to circle a Yes/No 
box. 
Males 
Females 
These results are interesting for two reasons. 
YES 
3 
0 
NO 
264 
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Firstly, whilst the question was meant to refer to incidents reported in question 28 it 
did not actually specify so, hence a number of respondents who had not reported 
being the victim of harassment (including the three males who said "Yes") responded 
to this question anyway, presumably taking the question to mean reporting any 
incident. 
But perhaps more interesting is the fact that none of the female victims who were 
identified at question 28 as knowing about the existence of the Advisor bothered to 
report it. This may have been because victims who were aware of the existence of the 
Advisor experienced their crime off-campus, and hence it was not considered within the 
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remit of the University's Advisor. Results were therefore analysed to see what proportion 
of incidents occurred on campus to victims who knew about the presence of the Advisor: 
There were 4 victims who were aware of the existence of the University Sexual 
Harassment Advisor and who experienced a total of 8 incidents on University 
premises. This represented 24.2% of the total of campus incidents. 
Not only do nearly half of second year students not know of the existence of the Sexual 
Harassment Advisor, but even when they do they choose not to report incidents to this 
person. The role of the Sexual Harassment Advisor clearly needs reviewing by the 
university authorities. 
Racially Motivated Crime 
Ouestion30 
In addition to sexual harassment, sub-aim (a) of Aim I also referred to racially motivated 
crime. In this question respondents were asked to mention any incident that they thought 
was racially motivated, including anything already reported. 
Table 60: Racially motivated incidents (N = 47) 
LOCATION No. of RESPONSES No. ofiNCIDENTS 
University premises 24 51 
Loughborough 25 43 
Home town/country 7 18 
Other 6 6 
TOTAL 62 118 
% on university prem. 38.7 43.2 
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Chart 4: Racially motivated incidents 
Incidents 
Loughborough 
Other 
The above table shows that the largest number of incidents took place on University 
premises and also that a large proportion (36%) took place elsewhere in Loughborough. 
There were 47 different victims with 4 accounting for 30 incidents (25.4% of the total). 
The results were distributed by ethnic group: 
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Table 61: Ethnic distribution of racially motivated incident victims (N = 42) 
ETANIC GROUP No. of RESPONSES No. of INCIDENTS 
Black African 1 I 
Black Caribbean 1 I 
Black other 0 0 
Bangladeshi 0 0 
lndian 14 32 
Pakistani 2 9 
Chinese 9 20 
Asian other 4 16 
White 11 25 
White other 0 0 
TOTAL 42 104 
Chart 5: Ethnic distribution of racially motivated incident victims 
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Nearly one third of victims of this crime (29.8%) were Indian, with a further 19.1% 
being Chinese. 14 Indians reported being victims out of a total of 44 Indian respondents, 
giving a victimisation rate of32%. The corresponding rate for Chinese respondents was 
13%. By comparison, the rate for Whites was 1%. The data also showed (N=43) that 
81.4% of victims were male. The ch.i-squared test showed that the results for ethnicity 
were significant at the 0.01 level (p = 0.0001) 
Those individuals with the highest number of incidents came from different ethnic 
groups: 
Number ofJncidents per Individual 
6 
7 
8 
9 
9 
Ethnic Group 
Indian 
Chinese 
Pakistani 
White 
Indian 
Due to the very small numbers of non-whites in the survey it is difficult to draw firm 
conclusions about this crime except to say that most victims are males and that it is clear 
that Indian students appear disproportionately as victims. 
Drug Abuse 
Sub-aim (c) ofthe first core aim was to determine the extent of drug use on campus by 
students, whether dealers are other students, the type of substance being offered for 
sale, and whether drug use by some students bothers others. Questions 31 to 35 dealt 
with drug use. 
Question 31 
Respondents were asked if anyone had sold or attempted to sell them drugs, the number 
of incidents and where it had taken place: 
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Table 62: Drug sales (N = 241) 
LOCATION No. of RESPONSES No. of INCIDENTS 
University premises 100 383 
Loughborough 88 859 
Home town/country 157 1329 
Other 72 344 
TOTAL 417 2915 
% on university prern. 24.0 13.1 
The table above shows that the largest number of incidents took place in the student's 
home town or country. Only 13.1% of incidents occurred on University premises. There 
were 241 different individuals involved with one accounting for 1000 of the incidents 
(34.3% ofthe total) and the top three accounting for 1555 incidents (53.3% oftotal). 184 
respondents (76.3% of the total) reported 5 or less incidents. The top three distort the 
total number of incidents and their responses are probably either due to the fact that they 
are habitual drug users or else they answered the question in a flippant manner. 
Responses to the question were distributed by sex, ethnic group and age: 
75.4% of respondents were male accounting for 78.5% of the total incidents. 
24.6%- " female - "- 17.8% -"-
94.0% of respondents were white accounting for 93.8% of the total incidents. 
Chi-squared tests showed nothing of significance with respect to ethnicity and 
the fo llowing ethnic groups reported no incidents at all: 
Black African 
Pakistani 
Black Caribbean 
Chinese 
Bangladeshi 
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Table 63: Age distribution of respondents offered drugs (N = 234) and comparison 
with survey population 
Age Frequency Percentage % of survey total 
19 84 35.9 32.1 
20 99 42.3 36.6 
21 30 12.8 13.2 
22 10 4.3 4.6 
23 2 0.9 2.6 
24 3 1.3 2.4 
25 1 0.4 1.1 
Over 25 5 2.1 7.4 
lrorAL I 234 I 100.00 I 100.00 
From the above it can be seen that young white males are the most likely to be 
approached by persons selling drugs. 21% (178) of all male respondents had been 
offered drugs for sale and this is significant at the 0.01 level (p = 0.0094). 
Question 32 
If at the above question the respondent had been approached on campus, this question 
asked for details about the person offering drugs for sale. Respondents were asked to 
circle one (or a number) of options: 
(a)Student at Loughborough University 
(b)Student from elsewhere in Loughborough 
(c)Someone from outside campus 
(d)Don't know 
(e)Rather not say 
TOTAL 
66 
12 
15 
20 
11 
124 
167 
I 
105 different individuals responded to this ques tion with one answering positive in 
categories (a)-(d) and 17 indicating more than one source. The results indicate that 
53.2% of incidents were as a result of drugs being offered by another Loughborough 
student, and when students from elsewhere are included this rises to 62.9%, suggesting a 
picture of students trading drugs amongst themselves. What is perhaps more sinister is 
that 12.1% of incidents were as a result of someone from outside campus (i.e. not a 
student) being present on campus and offering drugs for sale. If this is added to the 20 
incidents where the offender was not known to the respondent then this rises to 28.2%, 
although it must be said that just because the respondent did not know the offender it 
does not mean that they were not a student. It also raises interesting questions about the 
confidence of an offender who feels able, as a stranger, to approach a student on campus 
and offer to sell drugs without fear of any action being taken. 
Question 33 
Respondents were asked for an opinion about whether drug (not alcohol) abuse56 was 
common on can1pus. They were asked to circle a Yes/No box. 
YES 
501 
NO 
713 
58.7% said "No" and the responses were distributed by sex: 
M ales 
Females 
YES 
344 (42.8%) 
143 (37%) 
NO 
459 
243 
The responses were also distributed by ethnic group. There was little variation from the 
results shown above with the exception of Chinese, 79.3% of whom said "No", and to a 
lesser extent 'Asian others', 66.7% of whom also said "No". These responses were not 
significant. 
56In retrospect the use of the term "abuse" was perhaps inappropriate. A number o f respondents crossed 
this out and replaced it with "use". 
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Question 34 
Question 34 asked whether drugs were freely avai lable on campus and asked 
respondents to circle a Yes/No box. 
YES 
440 
NO 
645 
59.4% said "No" and the results were distributed by sex: 
Males 
Females 
Question 35 
YES 
309 (43.1%) 
122 (37.4% 
NO 
408 
224 
The final question dealing with drugs asked whether drug abuse by other students 
bothered the respondents. They were asked to circle a Y es!No box. 
YES 
421 
NO 
814 
65.9% said "No" and the results were distributed by sex: 
Males 
Females 
YES 
243 (30.0%) 
167 (41.8%) 
NO 
568 
232 
To summarise: in questions 34 and 35 females thought that drug abuse was less common 
and drugs were less freely available, yet drug abuse by other students bothered them 
more than it did males. This may be due to the fact that only 24.6% of respondents to 
question 31 were female which may in itself indicate less involvement with, and 
tolerance of drug use by females as opposed to males. 
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Attitudes to Crime 
The remaining questions dealt with attitudes to crime. Aim I sub-aim (d) was to 
determine how wonied students were about being the victim of particular crimes and to 
record any changes in lifestyle that had taken place as a result of crime or the fear of 
crime, in respect to effect on choice of locations visited and/or avoided, and effect on 
selection of travelling partners/companions. The fear or worry about crime is 
rncreasingly being seen as an indicator of how widespread the problem is (Mirrlees-
Black et a/1996) and whilst fear of crime rises with risrng crime rates, it does not fall so 
quickly as rates decline (Felson 1996). 
Question 36 
Respondents were asked to indicate how safe they would fee l if they were alone in a 
number of differing locations in both daylight and darkness. They were asked to circle a 
number from 1 - 4 which represented the following: 
1 
2 
3 
4 
= 
= 
= 
= 
very safe 
fairly safe 
a bit unsafe 
very unsafe 
Table 64: Fear of crime - day/night comparison on University premises 
SEX DAYLIGHT(%) DARKNESS(%) 
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 
Male 79.2 18.0 1.3 1.4 23.6 50.7 21.8 3.9 
Female 6 1.6 34.0 2.7 1.5 2.7 17.6 52.5 27.2 
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Chart 6: Fear of crime -day/night comparison on University premises 
Daylight - very Daylight - Daylight - a bit Daylight - very Darkness - Darkness - Darkness - a Darkness . 
safe fairly safe safe unsafe very safe fairly safe bit unsafe very unsafe 
This figure shows that during daylight the University is seen as a fairly or very safe 
environment, with 97.2% of males and 91.6% of females reporting in this category. 
After dark the picture changes quite dramatically. Whilst 74.3% of males still feel very 
or fairly safe, this has dropped to 20.3% for females . Just over one fifth of males feel a 
bit unsafe. 79.7% of females (4 in 5) are concerned about their safety and 27.2% of them 
feel very unsafe 
Elsewhere in Loughborough: 
Table 65: Fear of crime- day/night comparison elsewhere in Loughborough 
SEX DA YLIGBT (%) DARKNESS (%) 
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 
Male 50.5 42.4 6.0 1.2 8.8 39.0 42.5 9.7 
Female 31.4 61. 1 6.4 1.0 1.7 10.2 47.6 40.4 
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Chart 7: Fear of crime - day/night comparison In Loughborough 
Dayhghl - Daylight - Daylight - a Dayi!Qhl • Darkness • Darkness • Darkness • Darkness -
very safe fairly safe b~ safe very unsafe very safe fairly safe a btl unsafe very unsafe 
This analysis shows differences in attitudes from that relating to University premises. 
Whilst Loughborough is seen as being fairly or very safe during daylight (92.9% of 
males and 92.5% of females), it is considered to be less safe than the University at night. 
52.2% of males rate it as fairly or very unsafe with this figure rising to 88.90/o for 
females. 
Home town/country: 
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Table 66: Fear of crime- day/night comparison Home town/country 
SEX DA YLJGBT (%) DARKNESS (%) 
I 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 
Male 65.5 28.0 4. 1 2.4 26.3 37.6 27.2 9.0 
Female 54.8 39.0 4.7 1.5 7.7 26.6 44.2 21.6 
Chart S:Fear of crime - day/night comparison Home town/country 
D:lytlght - D:lyflght - D:lytight - D:lytlght - D:lrl<neSS - D:lrl<neSS - D:lrl<neSS - D:lrl<neSS -
very sare rau1y safe a bit safe very unsafe very sare fairly safe a bit unsafe very unsafe 
The data from the borne town/country analysis reveals that, for males, whilst 93.2% rate 
this as a fairly or very safe environment, the response of "very safe" at 65.5% is higher 
than that for Loughborough (50.5%) but lower than that for University premises 
(79.2%). After dark home town safety is at 63.9<>/o, compared with 47.0% for 
Loughborough and 74.3% for the University. For femaJes a similar picture emerges. 
93.8% consider their home town/country to be fairly or very safe, with 54.8% feeling 
"very safe" , compared with 31.4% for Loughborough and 61.6% for the University. At 
night-time, 65.8% of females feel fairly or very unsafe in their home town/country, 
compared with 88% in Loughborough and 79.7% in the University. It is interesting to 
note the difference between maJes and females. Whereas males feel safer in University 
premises during darkness, females thjnk that their home town/ country is the safest at 
that time. 
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The data suggests, that apart from the difference noted above, the University is seen as 
the safest location, and Loughborough less so. This perception of Loughborough as 
being unsafe at night is surptising in that as a market town it has a lower crime rate than 
that experienced in more urban environments which some students must class as their 
"home town/country". To some extent unfamiliarity with an area may also lead to a 
feeling ofbeing w1safe if alone, and in this respect respondents would have been 
expected to have felt safer in. their home environment. On the other hand, atti.tudes are 
also shaped by knowledge (or rumours) of crime, so knowledge of crime at home, or 
rumours of it in Loughborough are also likely to have had an influence. Family and 
friends experiences of crime will also have an influence on fear of crime, as will media 
reports and crime prevention briefings. For example, it is not known how much the issue 
of free rape alarms to female students influences the fear that they may become a victim. 
What the survey does show is that there is a real fear of personal safety at night in 
Loughborough. This is likely to have an impact on behaviour and usage of town 
facilities by students. 
That the University is seen to be generally the safest location reflects a number of 
features, such as on-campus security, but may also reflect a feeling of 'community' with 
students thinking that they are safe amongst their peers. Nevertheless, it is still disturbing 
to find that nearly 80% of females are concerned about their safety during darkness on 
University premises, with 27.2% reported to be "very unsafe". 
Question 37 
Respondents were asked to indicate how worried they were about being the v ictim of 
particular crimes at differing locations. They were asked to circle a number (code 
number) from 1 - 6 which represented the followirtg: 
= very worried 
2 = fairly worried 
3 = not very worried 
4 = not worried 
5 = don't know 
6 = NI A* 
* = did not have use of a car 
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Table 67: Fear of different types of crime by location 
CRlME UN1VERSITY ELSEWHERE IN HOMETOWN/ 
PREMISES L'BORO COUNTRY 
Being physically 1=72 2=187 1=97 2=284 1=74 2=194 
assaulted 3=420 4=548 3=562 4=292 3=448 4=504 
5=28 6=27 5=2 1 6=21 5=28 6=26 
Being mugged and 1=59 2=155 1=85 2=273 1=60 2=212 
robbed 3=424 4=590 3=547 4=328 3=448 4=499 
5=30 6=23 5=25 6=18 5=26 6=25 
Having car stolen "1 =81 2=185 1=87 2=221 1=87 2=223 
3=168 4= 11 6 3=149 4=87 3=252 4=189 
5=14 6=646 5=18 6=641 5=25 6=439 
Having things stolen 1=89 2=185 1=102 2=214 1=87 2=246 
from car 3=171 4= 111 3=140 4=95 3=243 4=184 
5=13 6=639 5=17 6=635 5=20 6=434 
Being sexually 1=113 2=143 1=113 2=161 1=93 2=108 
assau lted 3=228 4=694 3=248 4=644 3=262 4=704 
5=49 6=57 5=55 6=57 5=51 6=58 
Chart 9: Fear of being physically assaulted 
1------ -----1 o Urwersity P1emlsles 
Very woiTied Falrty wolried Not very worried Not worried Don't knoW 
8 ElseWhere In Loughborough 
D Home !Own/country 
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Chart 10: Fear of being robbed and mugged 
Very worried Fairly worried Not very 
worried 
Not worried Don't know 
C University Premisies 
• Elsevvhere in Loughborough 
0 Home town/country 
Chart 11 : Fear of having a car stolen 
D University Prerrisles 
• Bsewhere In Loughborough 
D Home town/count 
Very worried Fairly wo rried Not very worried Not worried Don1 know NI A' 
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Chart 12: Fear of having items stolen from a car 
Very worried Falrty worried Not very worried Not worried Don't know NIA• 
Chart 13: Fear of being sexually assaulted 
Very worried Fairly worried Not very v.<lrried Not worried Don't know 
C University Premisies 
• ElseiMlere in Loughborough 
0 Home town/country 
0 University Premisles 
• Elsev.tlere in Loughborough 
0 Home tovvn/country 
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The above table shows the nwnber of responses received for each code nwnber, and they 
were distributed by sex for each crime type, as shown below: 
Table 68: Being Physically Assaulted(%) 
Code University Premises In L'boro HomeTown 
male female male female male female 
1 3.6 10.2 6.2 10.8 5.2 7.4 
2 9.0 24.9 16.7 33.8 12.6 21.1 
3 27.9 43.0 45.3 41.2 32.7 39.8 
4 54.6 1.7 28.6 11.3 44.9 28.3 
5 2.8 1.0 1.8 1.2 2.5 1.7 
6 2.1 1.5 1.4 1.7 2.0 1.7 
(Code: 1 =very worried 2 = fairly worried 3 = not very worried 
4 = not worried 5 = don't know 6=N/A) 
For all locations females were more worried about this particular crime than males yet 
evidence suggests (Mirrlees-Black et al1996) that young men are the main victims of 
stranger violence. The 1996 BCS shows the male prevalence rate in the 16-29 age band 
as 6.5% compared with 2.1% for females, a three times higher risk. Both groups felt that 
elsewhere in Loughborough posed the greatest risk with the University being the lowest. 
Nevertheless, 35.1% of females were still either fairly or very worried about being a 
victim of this type of crime on university premises. 
Table 69: Being mugged and robbed(%) 
Code University Premises In L'boro HomeTown 
male female male female male female 
1 3.9 6.3 6.3 7.6 4.5 5.4 
2 8.0 20.7 15.2 34.3 12.7 25.3 
3 26.7 46.1 42.8 42.9 32.7 40.0 
4 56.4 24.4 32.4 12.3 45.8 26.0 
5 3.1 1.0 2.1 1.5 2.4 1.5 
6 1.7 1.5 1.2 1.5 1.9 1.7 
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(Code: 1 =very worried 2 =fairly worried 3 =not very worried 
4 = not worried 5 = don't know 6 =NI A) 
Again Loughborough is seen as posing the biggest risk, and the University the smallest. 
The total responses for males in either the not worried, or not very worried categories, 
ranged from 83.1% on university premises to 75.2% in Loughborough indicating a low 
level of concern by males. Females again showed a higher concern in all three locations, 
with 27% either fairly or very worried on university premises .. 
Table 70: Having car stolen(%) 
Code University Premises In L'boro HomeTown 
male female male female male female 
1 6.5 7.4 7.1 7.7 7.6 6.6 
2 . 16.2 13.2 19.0 16.3 18.1 18.9 
3 14.0 13.2 13.2 10.9 20.3 21.3 
4 11.7 5.3 9.2 3.2 16.5 13.4 
5 1.5 0.5 1.6 1.3 2.7 0.8 
6 50.1 60.3 50.0 60.5 34.6 39.1 
(Code: 1 =very worried 2 =fairly worried 3 = not very worried 
4 = not worried 5= don't know 6 =NI A) 
These results show that for a high proportion of respondents this crime is not a problem 
as they do not have the use of a car7• However, if the number of "Not Applicable" 
responses are removed a different picture emerges; for example 45.5% of male 
respondents (and presumably car users) are either fairly or very worried about this crime 
on university premises. The corresponding figure for females is 52.0%. In 
Loughborough the figure for males is 52.1% and for females 50.8%, whereas in home 
town/country these figures drop to 39.4% and 41.8% respectively. 
It therefore appears that as far as car users are concerned, there is little difference in risk 
between the university and elsewhere in Loughborough. However, in the home 
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town/country, where car usage is higher (denoted by the lower "NI A" responses) the risk 
is perceived to be lower. This may be due to better security where the car is parked at 
home, or perhaps the realisation that if the car is with the student whilst at 
Loughborough it spends less time at home where it can be stolen. 
The following table shows the results in respect of theft from vehicle: 
Table 71: Having things stolen from car (%) 
Code University Premises In L'boro HomeTown 
male female male female male female 
1 7.5 7.2 8.7 8.0 7.8 6.3 
2 16.8 11.9 19.6 14.7 20.7 19.9 
3 13.9 14.9 11.7 11.2 19.3 20.7 
4 10.5 5.8 9.4 4.8 15.8 13.6 
5 1.2 0.8 1.5 1.3 2.1 0.8 
6 50.0 59.4 50.4 60.0 34.4 38.6 
(Code: 1 =very worried 2 =fairly worried 3 = not very worried 
4 = not worried 5 = don't know 6 =NI A) 
As in the previous case these figures show a large proportion of respondents 
unconcerned about this type of crime as they did not have use of a car. As before, these 
responses were removed to show the concerns of car owners/users: 
Table 72: Either fairly or very concerned about having things stolen from a car(%) 
Sex University premises In L'boro Hometown! 
country 
Male 48.8 57.1 43.3 
Female 47.0 56.7 42.8 
57In retrospect it would have been useful to have a question which asked about car ownership/usage 
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This shows little difference between males and females with Loughborough again being 
seen as posing the biggest risk. This analysis also shows a less marked drop for home 
town/country as compared with the results from the previous question. 
The next table shows the results in respect of the fear ofbeing sexually assaulted: 
Table 73: Being sexually assaulted(%) 
Code University Premises In L'boro HomeTown 
male female male female male female 
1 4.8 17.0 4.4 18.1 4.2 13.7 
2 1.8 30.9 2.6 33.6 2.0 22.0 
3 8.5 36.7 11.1 36.3 10.6 41.0 
4 74.1 12.4 70.7 8.3 72.4 19.6 
5 5.0 1.5 5.3 2.0 5.1 1.7 
6 5.8 1.5 5.8 1.7 5.7 2.0 
(Code: 1 =very worried 2 =fairly worried 3 =not very worried 
4 = not worried 5 =don't know 6 =NI A) 
These figures show that for each location males are generally not worried about being a 
victim of this offence. Females, however, show much greater concern. Nearly half 
(47.9%) are either fairly or very worried about this on university premises. This rises to 
51.7% elsewhere in Loughborough, falling back to 35.7% in the home town/country. 
Question 38 
Part of sub-aim (g) of Aim I was to determine if respondents felt that their crime 
victimisation risk had increased by virtue of their becoming a student. This question 
asked whether since becoming a student at the University they felt any differently about 
the risk of being a victim of crime. They were asked to circle one of three responses and 
also to explain why it was so: 
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LESS LIKELY 
123 (9.7%) 
MORE LIKELY 
355 (28.1%) 
NO DIFFERENCE 
786 (62.2%) 
The responses were distributed for sex and ethnicity. Ethnicity showed nothing 
significant and sex distribution results are shown below: 
LESS LIKELY 
Males 
Females 
93(11.1%) 
29 (7.1 %) 
MORE LIKELY 
175 (20.9%) 
176 (43.3%) 
NO DIFFERENCE 
568 (67.9%) 
201 (49.6%) 
Both males and females varied either side of the average, with males being more 
confident about the risk and females less so, In both cases a sizeable proportion (half 
females and two thirds of males) felt that being a student at the University had made no 
difference to the risk of being a crime victim. 
The reasons that were given are shown below: 
MALES 
Less Likely 
* Loughborough less crime than at home (19) 
* Campus security is effective (8) 
* More aware and careful now (8) 
* More aware of the area (7) 
* Older/more self confidence (6) 
* University is safe ( 6) 
* Have friends to rely on ( 4) 
* Know area well (2) 
* Area seems nice and safe (2) 
* More students around (2) 
* 8 other different responses were received. 
By far the most common response related to a perception that Loughborough had less 
crime than the respondent's home town. The next most common responses related to the 
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effectiveness of the Campus security and to heightened awareness coupled with 
avoidance action on the part of the student. 
More Likely 
* More aware of the incidence of crime (34) 
* Loughborough is worse than at home (29) 
* Locals dislike students (26) 
* Personal experience of crime (9) 
* Unfamiliar surroundings (9) 
* Students are easy targets (7) 
* More drunks around (7) 
* More people around (5) 
* Inadequate lighting ( 4) 
* General increase in level of crime (3) 
* Inadequate security (2) 
* Spend more time in town (2) 
* Living away from home environment (2) 
* Not British (2) 
* 12 other different responses were received. 
These responses indicate that being aware of crime taking place heightens the fear that 
one will become a victim. This is in contrast to the 'Less Likely' responses which 
suggested that heightened awareness could lead to avoidance action and a reduction in 
the likelihood of victimisation. The next most common response related to a perception 
that Loughborough had a higher crime rate than in the student's home town. Thus as 
with the Less Likely responses, the home town crime risk perception is used as a 
benchmark against which to judge Loughborough. The responses in this group also flag 
up a feeling of dislike of students by local residents which in turn leads to a heightened 
risk of crime victimisation. 
No Difference 
* 
* 
* 
Nothing has happened to change feelings (58) 
The risk is the same wherever you are (35) 
Loughborough is the same as home (32) 
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* Was aware before I came (12) 
* Never thought about it (7) 
* Never seen self as potential victim (5) 
* People don't single out students ( 4) 
* Knew what security measures to take (3) 
* Not paranoid (2) 
"' Still feel safe (2) 
* Being a student does not vary the risk (2) 
* 5 other different responses were received. 
These responses suggest that it is personal knowledge/experience of incidents which 
shapes crime risk perceptions. This is consistent with the findings in the 'More Likely' 
category where 9 responses showed that the perceived risk was higher as a result of the 
respondent's personal experience of crime. The next most common response shows a 
fairly pragmatic assessment that crime risks are generally constant, and following closely 
behind this group is the assessment based on home town experiences, i.e. Loughborough 
is the same as home. 
FEMALES 
Less Likely 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
Loughborough is safer than home town (9) 
More aware of precautions that can be taken (6) 
Security on campus is good ( 4) 
Campus is safe ( 4) 
If careful there is no problem (2) 
3 other different responses were received 
These responses show that the largest number of responses are based on a comparison of 
risk in the student's home town. Awareness and avoidance action follow closely behind. 
In this respect both males and females share the same perceptions. 
More Likely 
* 
* 
Reports of a number of recent incidents (69) 
Loughborough is worse than home (20) 
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* Walk alone a lot (16) 
* Met more people (1 0) 
* Unfamiliarity with surroundings (9) 
* Inadequate lighting (7) 
* Personal experience of an incident (7) 
* Students are easy targets (6) 
* No parental protection (6) 
* Go out more in Loughborough than at home (6) 
* Some people do not like students (6) 
* More aware of crime (4) 
* Student/town relationship is poor (3) 
* Inadequate security (3) 
* Rumours(3) 
* Activities take place at night (2) 
* Poor rented housing (2) 
* More opportunities for crime to take place (2) 
* More risk of sexual assault (2) 
* Alone more (2) 
* Responsible for more possessions/money (2) 
* 10 other different responses were received 
As with males, females in this group indicate that the most common factor is their 
knowledge of incidents taking place, followed by a perception that Loughborough is 
worse than their home town. The third most common response indicates that one of the 
reasons why females are more at risk is that they often walk alone. It would be 
interesting to know whether females do this by choice, in spite of believing that there is a 
higher risk, or whether it is because there is no alternative. 
No Difference 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
The risk is the same wherever you are (26) 
Attitude has not changed (14) 
Have not experienced any crime at Loughborough (11) 
Home area had already exposed me to crime (8) 
Safe here and at home (7) 
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* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
.. 
Already aware of crime risks (4) 
Always been cautious (3) 
Loughborough is the same as home (3) 
University appears to be fairly safe (2) 
Do not think about it (2) 
5 other different responses were received 
Whereas males rate personal knowledge/experience of crime as the most important 
factor in this group, this falls to number three for females. An assessment of a consistent 
risk independent oflocation is the most common response from females, and this is 
second for males. 
Question 39 
Sub-aim (d) of Aim I in part sought to record any changes in lifestyle that have taken 
place as a result of crime or the fear of crime in respect to effect on choice of 
locations visited and/or avoided, and effect on selection of travelling 
partners/companions. In this question respondents were asked whether since becoming 
a student at the University they had changed any aspect of their behaviour/lifestyle as a 
result of concern about being a victim of crime. They were asked to circle aYes or No 
answer. A second part of the question asked that if they had answered "Yes" then to 
explain how the behaviour/lifestyle had changed. Space was left for answers to be 
written in. 
Males 
Females 
YES 
315 (24.9%) 
124 (15.0%)58 
184 (45.0%) 
NO 
953 (75.2%) 
711 (85.0%) 
225 (55.0%) 
Once again it can be seen that females are more concerned than males about the risk of 
being a crime victim to the extent that 45% have modified their behaviour/lifestyle as a 
58 numbers and percentage are of those who indicated sex and not of the total number of responses 
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result. Distribution by ethnic group showed little variation with the small exception of 
Asian others (N = 28), with 35.7% of this group59 reporting ''Yes" as opposed to 24.9% 
from the overall result. 
The second part of the question showed a variety of ways in which lifestyle/behaviour 
had been modified. They are summarised below: 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
MALES 
More security conscious/alertiaware (41) 
Lock bicycle (13) 
Improved car security (13) 
Lock house/room (11) 
Secure property (8) 
Move around in groups at night (8) 
Do not leave valuables in car (6) 
Do not walk in town alone at night ( 6) 
Careful where park vehicle (5) 
Do not go out at night (5) 
Take out insurance (5) 
Careful where walk (5) 
Careful when walking alone (4) 
Do not go out alone on campus at night ( 4) 
Improved home security ( 4) 
Do not carry valuables when going out at night (3) 
Keep windows closed (2) 
Keep a low profile (2) 
17 other different responses were received, 4 of which related to avoiding the 
town, or parts of it, at night. 
The most common response related to heightened awareness and security consciousness, 
followed by four different types of target hardening responses. 
59This might have been explained if this particular group had a higher proportion of females that the 
average. However analysis shows that 31% of respondents were female compared with 32.5% for the 
survey group as a whole, only a minimal variation. 
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* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
Do not walk alone at night (96) 
Carry a rape alarm (78) 
More security conscious (24) 
Care with possessions (11) 
Careful about routes taken (8) 
Always lock room doors (8) 
FEMALES 
Always check vehicle locks and keys (7) 
Always lock everything (6) 
Always go out in groups (4) 
More cautious (4) 
Added additional locks ( 4) 
Ensure personal safety (3) 
Additional vehicle security (3) 
Do not wear jewellery or "flashy" items (2) 
More careful at night (2) 
Do not put clothes on washing line (2) 
Always lock bicycle (2) 
9 other different responses were received, 3 of which referred to not going out 
alone, or at night. 
The main response from females was to avoid walking out alone at night. The next 
most common response related to carrying a rape alarm. It is likely that this is high on 
the list as these are provided to students as part of the induction (fresher) crime 
prevention initiative. 
Ouestion40 
Respondents were then invited to make any comments about any aspect of crime, the 
survey, or any other matter that they considered to be important. As expected, a wide 
range of comments were received and these are summarised below: 
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* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
MALES 
Lighting needs improving (52) 
More security patrols required (34) 
There are town vs gown problems (22) 
Loughborough is safe/quiet'OK (14) 
More police patrols are needed (12) 
The security barriers should be used60 (9) 
More crime prevention information is needed (6) 
Security response to incidents is poor (6) 
More action is needed against offending students (5) 
CCTV is required (5) 
More court action is needed ( 5) 
Alcohol causes crime ( 4) 
Need a "Campus Watch"61 (4) 
Bicycle theft is a problem (4) 
Students cause a lot of the problems (4) 
Hall access control should be improved (4) 
Union cards should be checked at any time (3) 
Need more night buses (3) 
There are no/few campus crime problems (3) 
A better campus security guard service is required (3) 
Better security is needed at Forest Court (2) 
Better car park security is needed (2) 
Better bicycle locking facilities are needed (2) 
Victim support needs improving (2) 
Better door locks are needed (2) 
Students need better "feedback" (2) 
Sharpley Road Estate is unsafe (2) 
A number of other comments included: Union needs to control drunkenness; locals 
commit crimes on campus; landlords should provide better security; "Bouncers" need 
"The swvey was carried out whilst a new vehicular access control system was being installed. Boom-
~ate barriers had been provided but were not yet in use. 
1 This was introduced in 1995 
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training; Union discipline committee needs guidance and consistency; have to leave 
houses unattended for long periods; crime in Halls is not investigated/punished; most 
violent crime is outside "Crystals" night-club at closing time. 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
FEMALES 
Lighting needs improving (7 5) 
More campus security patrols required (39) 
More/better crime prevention information (9) 
Better information about incidents required (7) 
A night bus needed/extended use from town to campus (10) 
Campus security is good (5) 
Free rape alarms for all years (5) 
Loughborough is a safe place to live (5) 
Campus transport system required ( 4) 
Some town vs gown problems ( 4) 
Need coded door locks/more security for halls (4) 
Car park security needs improving (3) 
Should be a minibus from campus to homes at night in winter (2) 
Need more bicycle bars (2) 
Females are worried about being assaulted (2) 
A number of other comments included: Females should not be on the ground floor in 
Halls; not sure where to go for help (or where the police station is); drug usage (mainly 
'soft' drugs); give car permits priority to females- prevents them walking home late at 
night; bushes etc. provide hiding places. For both males and females, the primary 
concerns relate to inadequate lighting and a desire to see more on-Campus security 
patrols. Males also note the perceived 'town vs gown' situation, perhaps as a result of 
either experiencing or learning of incidents where this has been given as one of the 
causal factors. The concern about poor lighting was also reported by Ong (1994) and 
Thresher (1995). 
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4.2 Discussion of Results from Phase I 
Before turning to a discussion of the results from Phase I it is helpful to consider some 
of the theories about the level of crime that may generally be observed, and by so 
doing set the scene against which these results may be put into context.. 
Durkheim (1933) for example, defines crimes as anything which may lead to 
punishment and comments that the number and extent of crimes seem to increase as 
arts, sciences and industry progresses. He argues that it is impossible for any society 
to exist without some crime because there will always be some individuals who act 
differently from the collective group, and some of these acts will be deemed to be of a 
criminal nature. He explains that it is not the act itselfthat is important, but rather how 
it is perceived by the 'common conscience'. He describes how the crime rate62 in 
France had increased by 300% from the beginning of 1900 and so for him, the 
evolution of an industrial society inevitably leads to a greater level of crime. This is 
the natural outcome ofDurkheims's concept of 'anomie' which holds that a general 
state of 'lawlessness' exists in the relationships between those engaged in business 
enterprises. Merton (Reiner 1984) describes how anomie is symptomised by a strain 
in the structure of society when there is a disconnect between the culturally prescribed 
goals and the means to obtain them and crime becomes merely the pursuit of goals by 
illegitimate means. In fact, "a measure of crime is inevitable and ineradicable in any 
social order ... " (Reiner 1984:175). By defining a crime as an act which offends the 
collective conscience, crime "becomes a universal feature of all societies" (Reiner 
1984: 180). Durkheim argues that crime is a normal rather than a pathological feature 
of societies, and by describing how Socrates was a criminal under Athenian law he 
explains how crime may even be beneficial, in that it provides a progressive role in 
social evolution, and that the criminal "plays a normal role in social life" (Lukes & 
Sculll983:75). Durkheim goes even further, by suggesting that a drop in crime below 
the average level would in some way be associated with "some social disorder'' 
(Reiner 1984:181). 
62 The relationship between annual crime figures and the population. 
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But herein lies the problem. Durkheim comments that crime can have abnormal forms 
when it reaches an "excessive high level" (Lukes & Scull1983:71), but it is not clear 
how he would define this level. Durkheim provides little guidance on what he 
perceives to be a normal rate of crime, with the exception that he links the rate of 
suicides (and by extension other crimes?) to the tensions within society. (Reiner 
1984:181). 
By comparison, Spitzer (1993) draws on Marx to show how the law is used to 
preserve the social relations of production in capitalist societies and how organised 
crime may in fact provide support for groups who may otherwise become a burden on 
the state, by providing goods and services which ease the hardships of the 
'underclass', and in so doing helps to maintain public order. Marx argues that conflict 
is the natural state of human society (a form of class war) and Durkheim argues that 
crime is normal, and beneficial. The Rational Choice Theory (Bennett 1986) also 
holds that offenders freely and actively choose to engage in criminal activity63 and 
conduct a form of 'cost/benefit analysis' prior to offending. The University campus 
provides a large and armually replenished pool of potential victims with attractive 
targets (e.g. TVs, Videos, Cars, etc.) in a social situation that is fluid and where 
security measures (both personal and physical) may be less of a priority than in the 
domestic environment in which the student lived at home. Thus the opportunities for 
crime are ever present, and in a situation where there are a large number of potential 
victims (the university), based on the theories above it is therefore reasonable to 
expect a 'normal' level of crime to be uncovered by this research; the real issue is 
whether it is in any way 'abnormal', i.e. too high or too low. 
Returning to the data, to briefly summarise, there were 2908 incidents (crimes) 
revealed in response to questions 1-2364 and 731 different victims. The recorded 
incidents include the relatively minor crime of theft of milk (question 1 0)65• Now it is 
possible to argue that theft of milk is an extremely minor offence and one which 
63 The Rational Choice Theory is based on the key general assumptions that the decision to offend is to 
some extent sitnationally determined and that the motivation to offend is not beyond control (Bennett 
1986). However, by so doing it ignores any notion of pre-disposition to commit crime due to an 
individual's antecedents (e.g. genetic, social or psychological factors). 
64 Only questions 1-23 were counted as crimes. Subsequent questions (e.g. sexual harassment (Q27)) 
were excluded. 
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should not be recorded. Further, given the communal living conditions it is almost 
inevitable. However, as has been discussed earlier, crime surveys invariably count 
minor incidents which are not recorded in official crime statistics. Further, as 
Durkheim explains, thieves are as strongly motivated to theft as murderers are to 
homicide (Lukes & Sculll983) and "shall we say that the authors of the smallest 
misdeeds have natures less perverse, and that to neutralise their evil instincts less 
stringent punishments will suffice? But if their motives are less vicious, they are not 
on that account less intense" (Durkheim 1933:88). So Durkheim would clearly count 
theft of milk as a crime. 
However, ifthese cases are removed this leaves a total of 2730 incidents (i.e. there 
were 178 cases of theft of milk). Further analysis showed that 1289 of these incidents 
(44% of the total) occurred on University premises and were experienced by 426 
victims (58% of total victims). The most common incidents and the number of reports 
of each are shown below, firstly for all locations and then for University premises 
only: 
All Locations 
Crime type 
Assault (Q19) 
Burglary (Q6) 
Assault (Q20) 
Offensive phone call (Q18) 
Theft of milk (QlO) 
University Premises 
Assault 
Burglary 
Theft of milk 
Vehicle crim. damage (Q3) 
Crim. damage (Q12) 
Number of incidents 
429 
293 
229 
191 
178 
152 
149 
126 
117 
109 
65 The BCS also measures theft of milk- one of the most commonly reported incidents. See Hough & 
Mayhew (1983). 
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This shows that Assault and Burglary are clearly the prevalent crimes, with theft of milk 
also figuring highly. Criminal damage to vehicles and property is a feature of university 
crime. As the Literature Review indicated (e.g. see Sparks et a/1977), crime surveys 
generally are most reliable when measuring the 'traditional' violent and property crimes, 
and thus this Loughborough survey appears to have followed the same pattern. Whilst 
these figures show the greatest number of crimes, due to the possibility of multiple 
victimisation it does not necessarily show the crimes which have the largest number of 
victims. This analysis was therefore carried out: 
All Locations 
Crime type 
Assault (Ql9) 
Burglary 
Assault (Q20) 
Theft from veh (Q2) 
Crim damage (Q12) 
Number of victims 
156 
153 
129 
114 
97 
This shows that whilst assault and burglary are still prevalent, more students are 
experiencing theft from vehicle and criminal damage than theft of milk and offensive 
phone calls. 
University Premises 
Vehicle crim. damage 
Burglary 
Assault (Q19) 
Assault (Q20) 
Crim damage (Q12) 
82 
80 
71 
62 
52 
In this instance assault and burglary are just overtaken by vehicle criminal damage as the 
crime experienced by the largest number of victims on university premises. This may be 
due to the physical lay-out of the campus where car parks are relatively remote from 
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residential blocks and where natural and/or formal surveillance is poor. A number of car 
parks are close to the perimeter and offer easy access for intruders. Nevertheless, assault 
and burglary are still amongst the most widespread crimes. In the context of the 
objectives ofthis thesis, this has identified the most common crimes on university 
premises, providing an opportunity for targeted crime prevention initiatives. 
4.3 Multiple victimisation 
A vital part of the research (Aim III) is to determine the nature and extent of any 
multiple victimisation. Multiple victimisation data is extremely valuable from a crime 
prevention perspective. It provides an insight into the types of crimes which victims 
repeatedly suffer, the time span over which this is likely to occur (with the 
identification of high-risk time windows), as well as a victim profile. This information 
is crucial in developing narrowly focussed crime reduction programmes which are 
arguably the most cost-effective intervention strategies for certain types of crime. 
In the Phase I survey the distribution of incidents (Total= 2908) shows that 731 different 
respondents suffered at least one crime victimisation. This represents a prevalence rate of 
56.5%. In other words there is a better than an even chance of being a crime victim in 
the period surveyed! However, returning to Durkheim and by comparison with BCS 
data for the wider population (see 4.6) it can be argued that this is an abnormally high 
crime rate for some offence types (e.g. burglary), but normal for others. 
Total incidents were distributed by sex to show that 374 males (44% ofrespondents66) 
and 178 females (43%) were not victims, which shows a very similar prevalence rate for 
both males and females. For 13 of the victims the only crime that they experienced was 
theft of milk. However, crimes are not distributed evenly and the victim group was 
analysed to show the number of incidents experienced by each victim (see Table 74 next 
page): 
66 Where sex was known (N = 1267) 
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Table 74: Frequency Distribution oflncidents 
Number oflncidents Number of victims Percentage 
1 256 35.0 
2 167 22.8 
3 80 10.9 
4 50 6.8 
5 36 4.9 
6 35 4.8 
7 26 3.6 
8 18 2.5 
9 7 1.0 
10 7 1.0 
11 7 1.0 
12 6 Less than 1.0 % 
13 3 " 
14 6 " 
15 5 11 
16 2 11 
17 5 " 
18 1 " 
20 4 11 
21 1 11 
22 1 11 
31 3 11 
40 1 11 
49 1 11 
52 1 11 
75 1 " 
115 1 " 
It can be seen that crimes are not distributed evenly, with 256 victims (35% of total 
victims) only experiencing one crime, and a further 167 (23%) experiencing just two 
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crimes. When added together this means that 58% of total victims only experience one 
or two crimes. But at the other end of the scale it can be seen that a very small number of 
victims experience a disproportionately large number of incidents. This phenomenon is 
examined later, but firstly victims were analysed by age, sex and ethnicity to ascertain if 
they differed from the sample group as a whole. The results are displayed below with the 
data for all respondents shown in the last column of each table: 
Table 75: Multiple victimisation age distribution (N=713) 
Age Frequency Percentage % of survey total 
19 236 32.3 32.1 
20 273 37.3 36.6 
21 100 13.7 13.3 
22 28 3.8 4.6 
23 19 2.6 2.6 
24 20 2.7 2.4 
25 3 0.4 1.1 
26 9 1.2 1.7 
27 5 Less than 1.0% 1.3 
28 3 11 1.0 
29 3 11 Less than 1% 
30 3 11 11 
31 3 11 11 
33 2 11 11 
34 1 11 11 
35 2 11 11 
38 1 11 11 
46 1 11 11 
53 1 11 11 
The above table shows that victims' ages closely mirror that of the total survey group. 
Victims' ages were also compared with the whole group, as follows: 
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Victims 
Respondents 
20.59 
20.90 
Std Deviation 
2.78 
3.33 
Minimum 
19 
19 
Maximum 
53 
58 
This analysis showed no significant age differences between victims and the group as a 
whole. The results were also distributed for ethnicity: 
Table 76: Multiple victimisation ethnic distribution (N=712) 
Ethnic Group Frequency Percentage E. Group as % of 
total sample 
Black African 3 Less than 1% Less than 1% 
Black other 3 " " 
Bangladeshi 2 " " 
Indian 24 3.3 3.5 
Pakistani 3 Less than 1% Less than 1% 
Chinese 24 3.3 5.6 
Asian other 19 2.6 2.3 
White 626 85.6 86.1 
White other 8 1.1 Less than 1% 
This distribution showed that victims varied little from the group as a whole with the 
exception of Chinese who were slightly under-represented, i.e. only 3.3% were victims 
against 5.6% of sample population. This may be due to the small numbers involved or 
could mean that Chinese students suffered slightly less crime, or perhaps were less 
willing to admit it. This was significant (p = 0.0001) The victims were finally distributed 
for sex and compared with the whole sample, as shown below: 
Table 77: Multiple victimisation sex distribution (N=715) 
Victim's Sex Frequency Percentage Sex as % of total 
sample 
Male 481 65.8 67.5 
Female 234 32.0 32.5 
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As can be seen from the preceding analyses, in terms of age, sex and ethnicity, with the 
exception of the under-representation of Chinese as victims, the victim group was not 
significantly different from the sample population as a whole. 
Earlier analysis also showed that 426 victims experienced 1289 crimes on University 
premises. This sub-group of 426 was compared by age, sex and ethnicity with the total 
victim group (731) and the following points emerged: 
* 
* 
* 
Age distribution showed nothing significant 
Ethnic distribution showed a very slight decrease in the proportion of white 
victims, 85.8% as opposed to 87.9% for the victim group as a whole, plus a very 
small increase in Indians, from 3.3% to 4.2%. 
Sex distribution showed a very slight increase in males (from 65.8% to 67.8%), 
with a corresponding decline in the number offemales (from 32.0% to 30.0%). 
This confirms that the University premises crime victim group has no significant 
differences in terms of age, sex and ethnicity from the general victim sample. 
Multiple Victimisation -further analysis 
It has already been established that a few victims experienced a large number of crimes. 
This is now examined further. Against each question analysed in Phase I, information 
was provided about the number of incidents and the degree to which a small number of 
individuals (as a percentage) were victims of a large number of crimes. This data is 
summarised below showing question number, percentage number of individuals who 
were 'responsible' for reporting a large number of incidents and the percentage of total 
incidents for this question that this represents. 
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Table 78: High Victimisation by Question Number 
Question Number %Number of Victims %of total crimes for that 
Question 
1 2.9 13 
2 1.8 8.7 
3 1.1 19.2 
4 1.4 6.9 
6 0.7 20.5 
7 1.9 14.3 
8 1.5 8.8 
9 10.7 29.4 
10 5.2 19.1 
11 1.6 6.5 
12 1.0 11.6 
13 3.2 11.4 
15 2.4 8.9 
16 10.0 27.3 
17 6.5 37.8 
18 2.6 11.5 
19 4.5 45.7 
20 2.3 13.1 
21 6.5 18.7 
22 4.7 19.6 
AVERAGE: 3.6 17.6 
It is accepted that averaging out the figures provides only a very crude relationship 
between the two percentages and that in practice the relationship between the two will 
probably vary by crime type67• Nevertheless there is a clear indication that a very small 
proportion of individuals (in this case nearly 4%) suffer a disproportionately high rate of 
victimisation (in this case nearly 18%). 
67 It is also not possible to say that for a specific type of crime a given percentage of multiple victims 
will account for a given percentage of incidents. This relationship may exist but such an analysis has 
not been attempted here 
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Another way oflooking at is to say that nearly one fifth of reported crime is experienced 
by only just over 3% of the survey population. However, even that may not be true as the 
same individual may be experiencing a high rate of victimisation across different crime 
types, and therefore appears in the results of more than one question. Further analysis 
was undertaken to investigate this possibility. 
Analysis showed that just 5 individuals (0. 7% of victim population [N=731]) 
accounted for 331 (11.4%) of reported incidents. At the other end of the scale, 35% 
(256) of victims only experienced one incident. The top 5 have the following profile: 
Table 79: Profile of top five victims 
Sex Age Ethnic group No. of incidents 
Male 19 White 49 
" 20 White 52 
" 20 Indian 11568 
" 20 White 7569 
" 24 White other 40 
One victim experienced 111 incidents. He was a 20 year old Indian male who reported 
103 incidents ofbeing assaulted (Question 19). Further analysis was carried out on those 
individuals who experienced 20 or more incidents. This showed that there were 12 
individuals (1.6% of victims) reporting a total of 458 (15.7% of total) incidents. The 
profile of this group was compared with all respondents for age, sex and ethnicity: 
68This includes 100 responses at question 19c- assault in home town/country 
"Includes 50 responses at question 6b- burglary. 
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Table 80: Victims of20 or more incidents- age distribution (N=10) 
Age Frequency Percentage % of survey total 
19 1 10 32.1 
20 5 50 36.6 
21 2 20 13.2 
22 0 0 4.6 
23 1 10 2.6 
24 1 10 2.4 
25 0 0 1.1 
Over25 0 0 7.4 
This shows a higher proportion for those aged 20/21, there being 70% in this group 
against 49.8% for respondents as a whole. By contrast, 19 year olds are under-
represented. This may suggest that reaching 20 leads to the adoption of a lifestyle which 
is more prone to being a victim of crime, although the numbers are too small to draw any 
statistical significance. All victims in this group were male (N= 1 0), and ethnic 
distribution was as follows: 
Table 81: Victims of 20 or more incidents - ethnic distribution (N=1 0) 
Ethnic Group Frequency Percentage % of survey total 
Indian 1 10 3.5 
Asian other 1 10 2.3 
White 7 70 86.1 
White other 1 10 0.9 
The table shows that victims are predominantly white with the distribution broadly in 
line with respondents generally. Not only is there a concentration of total numbers of 
crimes amongst a few victims, but evidence shows that a few victims experience 
widespread different types of crime. There were 62 individuals (8.5% of victims) who 
experienced 5 or more different types of crime, as shown below: 
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Number of individuals 
29 
17 
8 
6 
1 
1 
No of Different types of crime 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 (13 incidents) 
12 (15 incidents) 
Within tbis group the largest number of incidents was 49; these were spread across 5 
categories. The second largest was 40, these spread across 6 categories. Age, sex and 
ethnic distributions for tbis group showed them to be representative of respondents as a 
whole: 
90.6% were aged 19-21 years old 
76.4% were male 
90.6% were white 
There were 161 males and 85 females who only experienced one incident. The top five 
victims were all male and 7 females accounted for 80 incidents, 2.8% of the total. The 
highest number of incidents for a female was 13. 
Incidents were also distributed by ethnic group as shown in the following table. This 
shows the number of incidents for each ethnic group. The percentage that this represents 
of the total number of incidents (N=2824) where ethnic group was known is also shown. 
Alongside is a percentage representing that ethnic group as a proportion of total 
respondents were ethnicity was known (N=1259): 
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Table 82: Number of incidents of crime by ethnic group 
Ethnic Group Numbers of crimes % oftotal crime %of respondents 
Black African 10 0.4 0.6 
Black Caribbean 0 0 0.1 
Black other 32 1.1 0.3 
Bangladeshi 3 0.1 0.2 
Indian 212 7.6 3.5 
Pakistani 13 0.5 0.6 
Chinese 61 2.2 5.6 
Asian other 79 2.8 2.3 
White 2354 83.4 86.1 
White other 60 2.1 0.9 
This table shows that crimes are generally distributed in proportion to ethnicity, the only 
noticeable variation being that Indians, whilst accounting for 3.5% ofthe survey 
population, account for 7.6% of reported crime. This result is skewed by the one Indian 
individual who reported 111 incidents, 103 of which were assaults. This figure of 103 
does not indicate the number of different perpetrators but the responses were to question 
19c which showed that the offences took place in his home town/country. Question 30 
asked if any of the crimes were racially motivated, including any that were already 
reported. There were 18 incidents reported in the home town/country category so the 
Indian victim of the 103 assaults either did not think that they were racially motivated or 
else he ignored or misunderstood this question. Thus it is possible to speculate that the 
assaults were part of a series carried out by someone known to him (perhaps also of 
Indian race) in his home town or country. Another possible explanation is that his 
perception of what constitutes assault is at a lower threshold than that of the other 
respondents. If the responses to Question 30 are accurate, then the high number of 
incidents of assault reported by this individual in a relatively small ethnic group has the 
effect of skewing the results of the analysis in the Table above by indicating that 
victimisation may be related to ethnicity, when in fact this is not confirmed by the data. 
If the figure for this individual is removed the percentage returns to 3.4%, more clearly 
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in keeping with the ethnic distribution. The table also shows that Chinese respondents 
report less crime victimisation than would be expected by virtue of their numbers, as 
noted earlier. In addition to the results shown above, victim prevalence rates 70 were 
prepared for each ethnic group: 
Table 83: Prevalence rate for ethnic group 
ETHNIC GROUP PREY ALENCE RATE 
Black African 42.9 
Black Caribbean 0 
Black other 75(*) 
Bangladeshi 100(*) 
Indian 54.5 
Pakistani 42.9 
Chinese 34.3 
Asian other 65.5 
White 57.7 
White other 72.7 
(*=both of these results were from a very small numbers of respondents, just 4 and 2 
respectively) 
As already identified, the prevalence rate for respondents as a whole was 56.5%. As 
would be expected given that they represent 86.1% of respondents, the above analysis 
shows that the prevalence rate for whites is close to this figure. The next largest ethnic 
group (Chinese) shows a rate substantially below the group as a whole, confirming 
earlier evidence which suggested that Chinese students suffer (or at least report) 
proportionately less crime. The figure of 54.5% for Indian students (the next largest 
group) closely matches that for the whole group, and due to the small sample size of the 
remainder, it is impossible to draw any firm conclusions about other ethnic groups. 
70i.e. the number of different victims divided by the total number of respondents in each ethnic category 
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4.4 Phase 11 of the Survey 
To obtain more information about the nature of criminal victimisation and of the 
students' views about crime and crime prevention generally (core Aims I and Ill), it was 
decided to conduct a number of semi-structured interviews with students who had 
indicated in their questionnaire that they had been the victim of some type of crime. This 
provided an opportunity to probe deeper into the circumstances surrounding 
individual crimes, and to obtain more information about the reasons for non-reporting 
of crime as well as perceptions of crime risk. It also provided an opportunity to 
validate some of the responses received in Phase I. 
No attempt was made to sort responses by type or frequency of response, the only 
criteria being that the respondent had answered positively at least once in questions 1-23. 
The proforma used to guide the interview is attached (see appendix 7). The interview 
phase was also an attempt to measure the reliability of some of the responses given in the 
questionnaires. 
The sample selection was based on the first batch of 1239 responses received from the 
in-lecture survey. These responses were divided into male/female and victim/non-victim 
as follows: 
Male victims 
Male non-victims 
Female victims 
Female non-victims 
457 
358 
215 
17671 
It was intended to try and interview 15% ofboth male and female victims. This would 
amount to 69 males and 32 females. (Ultimately, for reasons to be explained, 55 males 
and 24 females were interviewed, giving rates of 12% and 11% respectively). 
7133 anonymous returns were also received, of which 19 were victims and 14 non-victims. 
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As discussed in the earlier chapter describing the methodology, those respondents who 
had reported victimisation were sorted into piles and selected at random72 for interview. 
At first a letter (see appendix 8) was sent to all those selected. A total of 69 letters were 
sent to male victims and 32 to females. However, it soon became clear that this approach 
would not on its own result in sufficient interviews being conducted. Whilst some 
arrangements for interviews were made73 , a number of students explained that they were 
too busy with examinations to take part. Others just failed to respond to the letter. It was 
therefore decided to follow-up the original letter with telephone calls to those who had 
revealed them on the questionnaire and also a letter to hall wardens (see appendix 9) 
enlisting their help in persuading students to participate. The net result of this was that 
those who had provided telephone numbers were easier to contact and tended to live off 
campus. This may have resulted in more off-campus students being interviewed than a 
random sample would have identified, although it was victimisation per se rather than 
residence location that was of concern. Those living off-campus would no doubt be 
prone to different types of crimes, and would may have better developed views about 
crime in Loughborough generally. Nevertheless, they would still be able to comment on 
their experiences when they lived on campus, which many of them had done during the 
survey period. And even if living off-campus, they would still visit for lectures, to visit 
the library, the Union, and for sports and entertainment, etc. 
Even using this follow-up approach it soon became apparent that the target number of 
interviewees would not be reached. A second batch was then selected as before the only 
difference being that a telephone number was required, as this had proved to be the most 
effective way of persuading students to attend interviews. A total of 44 males and 20 
females were selected and attempts made to contact them to arrange interviews. In some 
cases contact could not be made because the student was away, eg. on industrial 
placement, or in other cases the student declined to participate for a number of reasons, 
mainly due to pressure of work at examination time. 
72Every seventh questionnaire was selected. This figure was derived as being that which would provide 
closest to 15% of the victim sample. 
73 A number of students made arrangements to attend for interview but then failed to turn up. This 
caused considerable waste of time as the time set aside for them had to be kept clear in case they turned 
up late, as some did. 
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A total of 55 males and 24 females were ultimately interviewed, representing 12% of 
male and 11% of female victims identified during the first sweep. These interviews took 
place between 1 May and 21 June 1995. The interviews used a semi-structured approach 
following the questions as shown in Appendix 7. Some questions called for a direct 
response and some allowed the interviewee to make general comments or offer an 
explanation or opinion. 
Question 1 
Respondents were first asked whether the student had been a victim of theft on campus. 
The distinction between theft and robbery was explained. 
Male 
Female 
Total 
12 
4 
16 
43 
20 
63 
This shows that 28% of males and 20% of females had been victims of this crime. 
Question 2 
If the respondent answered "yes" to Question 1, the second question went on to obtain 
more information about the theft. The first part asked how many times the victim had 
experienced this type of crime: 
No. oftimes 
1 2 J. :! j_ 
Male 9 1 1 0 1 
Female 4 
The majority oftheft victims (81%) had only had one experience of this crime. The 
victims were then asked where the offence occurred to see if there was any pattern. Of 
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the single incident male victims, 6 locations were given as being outside a particular 
building. These were: 
Falkner/Eggington (twice) Mechanical Engineering Rutland Hall 
Transport Technology Library 
Other locations were: 
TheHolt Student Union Elvyn Richards Hall 
For the multiple victims, the locations were: 
Two incidents: 
Three incidents: 
Five incidents: 
Car Park 8 Student Union Car Park 
Towers Hall kitchen (all of them)* 
The Holt (all of them)* 
(* = all of these incidents relate to theft of food from the fridge). 
The female victims reported the following locations: 
Geography Dept. 
Union Auditorium 
William Morris Car Park Brockington Common Room 
The data showed no particular pattern with the exception of a number of cases of theft of 
food taking place in the victim's Hall kitchen. Details were then requested about what 
was stolen and the value of the item: 
Males 
Food 
Jacket 
Bicycle (5 times) 
Bicycle pump coat 
Car (same car twice) 
Watch 
Bicycle accessory 
Females 
one essay 
jacket 
car wheel trim 
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The victims were then asked to put monetary values on the items stolen. These ranged 
from nil (for the essay) up to £2,000.00 for the car. The total value of items stolen 
amounted to £6,350.00. 
Question 3 
This question asked if any of the property was recovered. One male victim was 
successful in recovering his property twice. This was the £2,000.00 motor car. The 
remainder (94% of victims) did not recover anything. 
This shows that the chances of recovering property are slim and that property worth 
£2,350.00 was un-recovered. This indicates that where property is not recovered (i.e. in 
most cases), the average loss value per victim is £157.00, although clearly many 
incidents (e.g. theft of food) are of much less value than this. 
Question 4 
This question sought details about the circumstances in which property may have been 
recovered. The only property recovered was the motor vehicle (twice), in the following 
circumstances: 
* The first time the vehicle was stolen from Car Park 8 and was later found by 
police abandoned in a Loughborough side street. 
* The second time the car was stolen from the Student Union Car Park and was 
later found by police on the Ash by Road estate. 
Although only a very small number of incidents it is worth noting that in both cases it 
was the police who were instrumental in the recovery of the stolen property. 
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Question 5 and 6 
Aim II sub-aim (d) related to the extent of under-reporting of crime in relation to 
insurance aspects. These two questions asked for details about any insurance cover on 
the stolen property. In six cases the property was covered by insurance. Four of these 
were an extension of the parent's household property insurance and in the other two 
cases the students had taken out their own policies. 
Questions 7 and 8 
Respondents were asked about the use of property marking systems. Four of the males 
reported using security marking, as follows: 
* 
* 
* 
Security coding sticker on bicycle 
Label on food items 
Bicycle post coded (two cases) 
It is worth noting here that although three of the stolen bicycles were marked for security 
purposes they were still stolen and were not recovered. This calls into question the 
effectiveness of property marking systems. 
Question 9 
The victims were then asked to explain why they had not used security marking systems. 
Reasons given were: 
* 
* 
* 
Never got around to it 
Not done on wheel trims 
Not normally done on adult's clothes 
In spite of the evidence from Question 8 there was a general belief that security marking 
may have been effective had it been used. 
211 
Questions 10 and 11 
These Questions obtained details about crime reporting; about which crime was 
reported, and to whom. 
Security staff 
Police 
University staff 
Other 
Number of reports 
9 
7 
8 
2 
Clearly some incidents were reported to more than one authority. It is worth noting that 
all four female victims reported the offence but that they did not report to either Security 
Staff or the Police, preferring instead University Staff (3 cases) and Union Staff (1 case). 
This also confirms the data revealed in Phase 1 (question 25) that a large number of 
reports are made to University staff. 
Question 12 
Aim II sought details about the under-reporting of crime. In this question respondents 
were then asked why the crime had not been reported. The following reasons were 
given: 
* 
* 
* 
No point because it was a minor incident and it was impossible to identify the 
offender. 
A minor incident - should not have left the pump on the bicycle. 
It did not seem worth it as these things happen quite a lot. 
The second response is interesting as it reveals an element of self-blame for carelessness, 
rather than any anger at having property stolen. This was confirmed by the responses to 
the next question. The other responses confirm the finding in Phase 1 that incidents will 
not be reported if they are considered to be minor in nature and if there is little likelihood 
of identifying the offender. 
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Question 13 
Sub-aim (e) of Aim I was to detennine from victims the factors which they thought had 
contributed to the offence taking place. In an attempt to see if there were any common 
causal factors this question invited comments about any circumstances that might have 
contributed to the incident occurring. Responses were as follows: 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
Not a properly enclosed area 
Bad Hall food - no locks on fridge 
Left jacket under chair and forgot about it until next day 
Left bicycle outside during lecture 
High value bicycle 
People too lazy to buy own food 
Hall off campus - isolated location and poor lighting 
Left bicycle outside Library overnight 
Bicycle shed (outside Rutland) is too small to take them all 
High value target - "D" lock easily broken when not many people around 
Watch strap broke 
Personal vendetta by someone known to victim 
To take for future exams (essay had got a good mark) 
Did not secure the jacket in a cloakroom 
Leaving unattended for a short period with lots of people around 
This revealed no common thread although in five cases the victims believed that it was 
their own carelessness which was a contributory factor, thus supporting Silverman's 
(1974) "victim precipitation" theory discussed earlier. 
Question 14 
This moved on from theft and asked if the student had any property belonging to them 
vandalised. 
Yes No 
Male 19 36 
Female 6 18 
Total 25 54 
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This shows that 53% of male and 33% of female victims had personal experience of this 
cnme. 
Question 15 
Question 15 then asked for further details of the offence. The responses fell into four 
broad categories: 
* 
* 
* 
* 
23 incidents related to damage to a car, sometimes as a result of theft of 
something on or in the vehicle. 
9 incidents related to damage to the home or fence/hedge at the home. 
5 incidents related to crockery/glassware being broken in Hall. 
4 incidents related to damage to a bicycle. 
Clearly criminal damage to a vehicle is the most common category and this confirms the 
findings in Phase 1 which showed this to be one of the most prevalent type of offence on 
campus. Two of the incidents of damage at the home appeared to be as a result of an 
attempted burglary. The victims were asked to provide details of the location of the 
offence in an attempt to determine whether there was a particular 'hot spot'. The 
following locations were mentioned: 
Leopold Street 
Granville Street 
Outside Comp. Centre 
Manzoni entrance (EHB) 
Path by athletics track 
o/s 74 Frederick St. (x2) 
House in Page! St. 
Outside Union (x2) 
Cayley Hall Common Room 
Harry French Court 
CarPark9 
o/s Civil Eng. 
Broad Street 
Keets Way 
Hermitage Rd (near Harvester 
pub) 
Thorpe Acre (driveway) 
Spinney Hill Drv. 
Hermitage Rd. Union Car Park 
William Morris Hall Paget Street 
York Road Arthur Street 
William Morris Car Park 
Art College Car Park 
What emerges is a fairly random distribution, with three incidents taking place near the 
Union and two in Hermitage Road. This tends to confirm the analysis in Phase 1 which 
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shows the Union as being a crime generator. The victims were then asked to put a figure 
of the value of the damage. In two cases they were unable to do so and in the others the 
values ranged from £2.00 to £700.00. The values given were aggregated to give a total 
of £2,396.00. In 6 cases the property was covered by insurance, and in a further three the 
victims were not sure (i.e. Landlord may have insurance for house damage). 
Question 16 and 17 
These questions related to crime reporting. Several of the incidents were reported, as 
follows: 
Security staff 
Police 
University staff 
Other 
No. ofReports 
3 
12 
0 
4 
For cases of Criminal Damage it appears that victims prefer to report to the police. This 
may reflect the need to report for insurance reasons (see Aim 11 sub-aim (d)). However 
this may also reflect the fact that a number of the cases related to damage to vehicles 
parked off campus where the victims would be much more likely to report to the police. 
Similarly, damage to rented property might also seem to be the responsibility of the 
police and not security staff. The implications are that it is possible that a number of 
crimes to students are reported to the police rather to security and in such circumstances 
the security department (and hence the University) might not have a clear picture of the 
nature and extent of crimes against students whilst they are living in Loughborough. This 
possibility will be further explored in a later section. 
Question 18 
This question then asked about non-reporting74• The following reasons were given: 
* Minor incident (10 times) 
74In retrospect it would. also have been useful to have asked the reasons for reporting as well. 
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* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
Could not identify offender (twice) 
Would not achieve anything by doing so (twice) 
Just one of those things- I did not have to claim on insurance 
Nothing would be done - don't want to bother police 
Would have done so if was going to make insurance claim 
Neighbours had already done so 
Once again this confirms that the overwhelming reasons for not reporting is that the 
incident is considered to be minor. Other reasons include not being able to the offender 
as well as a feeling that nothing would be achieved by doing so. For this type of crime it 
also matters whether an insurance claim is likely to be made. What emerges is that for 
property crimes where insurance is involved victims prefer to report to the police, but for 
other crimes (e.g. theft, assault) victims will report to others in authority. 
Question 19 
As with question 13, victims were asked to comment on the circumstances contributing 
to the incident. The following reasons were given: 
* Bored kids (6 timesf5 
* Alcohol ( 4 times) 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
Poor lighting (3 times) 
Car left overnight in street (3 times) 
Broke into car to go "joy-riding" (2 times) 
Car parked in busy street 
Car left in Car Park over weekend 
House obviously empty over Christmas holiday 
Bicycle was not left in bicycle rack 
Student "prank" 
Lots of people around 
"Two respondents mentioned a large number of children on a council estate, and one referred to them 
buying alcohol from a nearby off-license . 
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The main reasons emerge as young people with little to do, and as with responses 
elsewhere, alcohol is also seen as a contributory factor. The car being parked in an 
insecure location was also mentioned several times. 
Question 20 
To determine the extent of drug use on campus by students, whether dealers are other 
students, the type of substance being offered for sale and whether drug use by some 
students bothers others (Aim I sub-aim (c)), the next group of questions were about 
aspects of drug use. This question asked if the student had been offered drugs on 
campus: 
Males 
Females 
Total 
Yes No 
13 42 
5 19 
18 61 
This shows that 23% of victims had been offered drugs on campus (24% for males and 
21% for females). This is considerably higher than the level indicated in Phase 1 of the 
survey. Question 31 showed that there were 100 responses to drugs being offered on 
University premises, which gives a prevalence rate of 8.0% (i.e. 1 00/1293). This may 
therefore suggest that being a crime victim also increases the likelihood of drugs being 
offered, or vice versa. The may of course be no link but it is tempting to consider that a 
lifestyle which exposes an individual to drug usage may also increase the likelihood of 
being a victim of crime. 
Questions 21 and 22 
These questions asked how many times the individual had been offered drugs, and the 
locations where this had occurred. A total of86 incidents were reported (71 for males), 
with 5 individuals reporting just one occurrence, one reporting 15 occasions, and two 12. 
The most frequent locations were reported as follows: 
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Location No. of times 
Hall 38 
Union/Hall 27 
Union 8 
Hall was mentioned by 11 respondents and Union by 9. This pattern suggests that drugs 
are readily available in Halls and the Union, and reinforces the earlier data from Phase I 
that shows the Union as being a crime generator. 
Question 23 
The students were then asked to describe the type of drug that they were offered. The 
following responses were made: 
Drugtyne No. Qftimes 
Cannabis 9 
Marijuana 76 8 
Ecstasy 3 
Speed 2 
"Spliff'' 1 
LSD 1 
"Hash" 1 
One student reported that he did not know what it was that was being offered and 
another reported that one dealer was offering Amphetamines free as part of a 
'promotion'. The above picture of drug use shows that the vast majority are cannabis 
derivatives and that 'hard' drugs such as heroin and crack cocaine are not offered for 
sale. Of course it is possible that respondents did not wish to reveal that they had been 
offered hard drugs- but the question asked about what they were offered, not what they 
had consumed. So some respondents may have hidden that they were offered hard drugs, 
but that not one mentioned it seems on the face of it to suggest that 'hard drugs' are not 
76 Cannabis and Marijuana are the same- both derivatives of the hemp plant. 
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readily offered for sale. Perhaps the customer has to establish his/her bona fides (maybe 
buying 'soft' drugs) before such a transaction can take place. 
Question 24 
The student was then asked whether he/she had actually bought the drug. Only two 
males admitted to buying any drugs. Both had bought cannabis only and for one student 
all of the 10 occasions that he had been offered drugs had been in Hall, whereas for the 
other the 12 occasions had been at various on-campus locations. 
Assuming that the responses to this question were truthful and not skewed by a desire to 
hide the event, of the 18 victims who were offered drugs, only two (11 %) had actually 
gone ahead and bought any. This may indicate that drug dealers are prepared to approach 
anyone in the first instance, and do not require prior knowledge of an individual's drug 
habit. The fact that five students were only offered the drug once might also suggest that 
dealers do not persevere with their efforts, perhaps because the individual has made his 
or her views known. 
Question 25 
Information was then sought about the identity of the person offering the drugs: 
Identity 
Another L 'boro student 
Someone from off-campus 
Don't know 
No. of times 
17 
2 
1 
This reinforces the picture shown in Phase 1 (Question 32) where a high proportion of 
Loughborough students were involved. Whereas in that question the proportion of 
Loughborough students was 53%, in the above this has risen to 85%. This may be as a 
result of the large number of incidents which took place in Hall. Also as in Phase 1 some 
incidents were as a result of someone from off-campus coming on to the University 
premises to offer drugs. 
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Question 26 
Returning to sub-aim (b) of Aim I, the next question asked whether the student had ever 
been robbed, assaulted, or threatened with assault (including sexual assault): 
Males 
Females 
Yes 
17 
4 
No 
38 
20 
This shows that 31% of males had been victims of these types of crimes but only 17% of 
females. This confirms the data from Phase 1 (questions 19 and 20) which shows that 
males are the main victims of assault. 
Question 27 
This sought additional information about the incident(s). 
Males 
Assault 
Nature of incident 
Threat to assault 
Threat to kill by drunk male 
Assault by drunk male 
Threatened with handgun 
Females 
Grabbed by drunk male in Union 
Middle-aged male tried to force in to car 
Sexual assault on campus 
The following locations were identified: 
No. oftimes 
7 
6 
4 
3 
1 
2 
1 
1 
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Location 
Union building 
Echo's night club 
By gate in to cricket pitch 
Near primary school Storer/Cumberland Rds 
Derby Road 
McDonald's 
Crystals night club 
Elvyn Richards Hall 
Busters Bar 
AshbyRoad 
0/S Curzon Cinema 
0/S campus near Art College 
Woodbury Lodge (William Morris Hall) 
No. oftimes 
9 
5 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
As expected from earlier data this shows a concentration of incidents in the Union 
building. This was followed by Echo's night club. Other locations show a mixture of on 
and off-campus locations, the most serious crime (the sexual assault) taking place at 
0100 hours by the gate on to the cricket pitch. The victims were then asked to give 
details about the offender: 
Offender 
Another student 
Unknown male(s) 
Male in early 20s in camouflage outfit 
Male 5Os, well spoken, white 
Fairground employees 
No. of times 
10 
8 
1 
1 
1 
This shows that about half of the offences were carried out by other students, and this 
may be an even larger proportion as some of the unknown males could have also been 
students. This suggests a pattern of offences by students on students, many of them 
taking place in the Union building. The victims were also asked if they were alone when 
the offence took place. 
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Nine victims (all of the females) reported that they were alone (although the offence may 
have taken place in a crowded environment). Four others reported being with just one 
other person and the remainder reported being in small groups of varying sizes, the 
largest being seven. The victims were also asked whether the offender was alone. In 
seven cases it was reported that the offender was alone, and in three other cases he was 
with one other person. The remainder of responses reported small groups, the largest 
being 8-9 persons. 
The data shows that in all cases the female victims were alone and that in two of these 
the offender was also alone. In the two other female cases the victims were unsure as the 
incident took place in the busy Union building. This suggests that single females may be 
singled out by males for these types of offences, and that the male offender also operates 
on his own in the more serious of cases. This may indicate that the offender has already 
made the decision to commit this particular type of offence and then goes searching for a 
victim. Clearly the dangers of females being on their own should be stressed during 
crime prevention briefings. For males the picture is less clear as some victims were alone 
and others were within groups. The same can be said of offenders. This suggests fights 
taking place between small groups of males, especially in the Union and in night-clubs. 
The victims were then asked whether they raised an alarm at the time of the incident 
taking place. Only four males raised an alarm. All of the females and 14 other males did 
not. They were then asked why they had not. The following responses were received: 
Males 
Minor incident 
Don't know 
The offender just wanted to fight 
Bouncers threatened us 
Outnumbered 
Talked way out of it 
Assailant left quickly 
Union security intervened 
No. of times 
6 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
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Females 
Moved/ran away 
Shocked - did not know offender 
Returned to HalVtold Chairman 
2 
1 
1 
The victims were then asked about any injuries that they may have received. There were 
6 males and 2 females who reported receiving some injury. Only 1 female received any 
medical treatment so in most cases the injuries may have been minor. As in previous 
cases, the single most common reason for non-reporting was that the incident was 
"minor". Yet as can be seen from the above a total of eight victims received some injury 
and only four (50%) raised the alarm. Thus the incident can be categorised as "minor", 
even though an injury is received. 
Question 28 
Victims were then asked about reporting of cases of assault. 
Re,ported to 
Security staff 
Police 
University staff 
Other (Bouncers/Union security) 
No. of times 
2 
4 
1 
5 
At least one incident was reported to the Police and Security, and another to the Police 
and University staff. These figures confirm earlier data that shows that with the 
exception of crimes that are covered by insurance, victims will report to other areas in 
addition to the Police. 
Question 29 
The reasons for non-reporting were then identified: 
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Reason 
Males 
Minor incident 
Cannot do much anyway 
He was drunk 
Embarrassment 
Could not identify offender 
Thought Union Security knew 
I'm used to it 
An ego trip for assailant 
Not worth it 
No reason to 
First experience of this 
Females 
No. of times 
5 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
I 
1 
The following comments were made: 
Didn't know who it was 
Not easy to tell people 
It is embarrassing - I always dress down 
Could not identify him. 
This again confirms that the perception of the seriousness of the offence is the main 
reason for deciding whether to report it. Being unable to identify offender, or feeling that 
nothing much could be done are also factors. For two of the female victims a feeling of 
embarrassment was the main reason for not reporting. 
Question 30 
The victims were then asked to suggest factors that might have contributed to the offence 
taking place: 
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Reason 
Alcohol 
Assailant's ego 
Hate for students 
No. oftimes 
17 
3 
3 
Congestion where groups meet 2 
Friend provoked it 1 
Jealousy 1 
No security foot patrols 1 
Going out on my own @night 1 
As can be seen, alcohol is seen as the single most common factor in a large proportion of 
cases. Animosity towards students also appears here, and is mentioned elsewhere by a 
number of respondents. 
Question 31 
This question sought details about any other crime that the victim may have experienced 
and which had not already been mentioned. A broad range of responses (total33) were 
received. These are summarised below: 
Incident No. oftimes 
* Theft! Attempted theft 16 
* Theft ofbicycle 5 
* Burglary/ Attempt Burg. 4 
* Criminal damage 3 
* Theft o£'from vehicle 3 
* Assault 2 
Theft or attempted theft was the largest category, with three cases of theft of washing 
from line being identified. There were also two cases ofburglary occurring at a student 
house in Loughborough during the holiday period. 
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Question 32 
The student was then asked if he/she had ever been the victim of sexual harassment. 
There were no positive responses. 
Question 33 
A similar question was then asked about racial harassment and 3 males responded 
positively. 
Questions 34 to 36 
These questions then sought further details about these incidents: 
Nature of harassment No. of times 
Verbal abuse 
Threat to assault 
2 
I 
One victim had experienced just one incident, another 2 or 3, and the third 4 or 5 times. 
Offenders had included: 
*Group of males 28-30 yrs. Other students 
The offences had taken place in: 
* Epinal Way (twice) Buster's Bar 
20 yr old males 
Around Hall or playing 
areas 
Only one incident was reported. The student declined to say to whom he had reported 
the incident. The other two victims who did not report gave "minor incident" as the 
reason for not doing so. 
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Question 39 
The next question related to perceptions of crime risk. Victims were asked for their 
views about the best and worst areas for safety and security on campus and in 
Loughborough, and the reasons why they thought that this was so. As could be expected 
a wide range of responses were received. However, on analysis a number of key features 
emerged: 
Worst areas on Campus 
* By far the largest group of responses ( 49) related to particular pathways on 
campus, and within this group one stood out clearly from the rest. This was the 
pathway from the Union to the Student village, variously described as the 
pathway by the cricket pitches or the pathway to the "Purple Onion". This 
location accounted for 29 responses (7 female & 22 male) the main problems 
being that it was poorly lit, was remote and had high hedges which provided 
hiding places. 
* 
* 
* 
Poor lighting was a recurring feature. In addition to the comments mentioned 
above a further 47 comments were received about poor lighting. This is 
consistent with the responses given in Phase I (question 24) which placed 
inadequate lighting as the leading causal factor in the crime occurring (the 
number 1 cause for females and number 2 for males). Some responses just said 
that better lighting was needed in many areas, whilst other gave specific 
locations. Again, many of these related to pathways whilst University Road was 
also singled out by three respondents. Overgrown bushes/hedges were also 
mentioned in a further 7 cases (in addition to those comments about the cricket 
pitch pathway). 
Other worst areas included those sites with easy access to the Ashby Road estate 
(5 responses) and the Union (6 responses). Problems with the Union were 
associated with risk of assault and vandalism. 
Three people commented that they rarely saw security patrols and three more 
said that there should be a greater security presence. On the other hand 7 people 
reported that all or most of the campus was OK. 
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Best areas on Campus 
* The best area for safety and security was believed by 39 interviewees to be 
around the Union building. The reasons for this were given as a combination of 
good lighting, the Union security and the presence of a lot of people. This 
response is at odds with earlier data which shows a high proportion of crime 
occurring in the Union. One male respondent who mentioned the Union also 
conceded that he knew that a lot of the crime occurred there. 
* 
* 
* 
The next best area was perceived (36 responses) to be the Halls/Student Village. 
Reasons given again included good lighting, keypad locks, a lot of people 
around, Wardens and security patrols. 
Seven comments were received that generally everywhere was OK, and a further 
two qualified this by saying that most areas were OK during daylight. Two said 
that the central campus was safe during daylight. Conversely five people felt that 
there was nowhere particularly good. 
In addition to the above comments good lighting was seen a playing an important 
role in 12 other responses. 
Worst areas in Loughborough 
Whilst the responses were less focused than those relating to the campus some features 
did emerge: 
* 
* 
The Town Centre was singled out (17 responses) as being a problem due to 
drunks, people "hanging around", a fear of assault, poor lighting and lack of 
police presence. 
The next problem area was perceived (12 responses) to be the Railway Station 
area and the road from there in to town. Reasons given included the appearance 
of the area and the "atmosphere". 
* Other areas were also mentioned several times. These were: 
(i) Forest Road leading in to town (7 responses) due to poor lighting, groups of 
youths and the fear of assault. 
(ii) Ashby Road estates (1 0 responses). The reasons given were a high crime rate 
and the presence of gangs of youths. One female said that it had a bad reputation 
and that she did not want to live there. 
228 
* 
* 
(iii) Sharpley Road (5 responses) -the reasons given being young vandals and 
hooligans 
(iv) Th01pe Acre (3 responses) was prone to burglaries, was dark and there was 
"trouble", and Shellthorpe (2 responses) suffered similar problems. 
The back roads/alleyways were also described (6 responses) as being unsafe and 
tension between students and some locals was also mentioned 6 times. 
Whilst three people thought that it was not that bad and another three thought 
that nowhere stood out, one female did not feel safe at all, and two others 
reported that she would not go out on their own in town at night. One 
commented that the animosity towards students was so strong that on some days 
(notably Fridays and Saturdays) students would just not go into town at all. One 
male commented that it would be better to spread the students over the town 
rather than have high concentrations of student houses in just a few areas. 
Another thought that the bouncers in "T.J's" were anti-student and liked to 
assault them. 
Best areas in Loughborough 
* The Town Centre (31 responses) was also perceived to be the best area because it 
was well lit and had lots of people around. This indicates that people make 
different judgements about the level of lighting and the benefit to be gained by 
there being a lot of other people present. To some this is clearly a threat whereas 
to others it offers a degree of reassurance. 
* 
* 
* 
* 
A large number of interviewees (13 responses) were unable to identity anywhere 
special and 6 thought that generally Loughborough was safe or not too bad. 
Ashby Road was also considered to be safe (13 responses) because as the main 
route from the Campus to the town it was busy with students and well lit. 
A number of interviewees (12 responses) also singled out the areas where they 
lived (the student areas) as being safe. 
Two responses pointed out that it was the time of day rather than the area which 
was crucial and a third felt that everywhere was OK during daytime only. 
Another felt that nowhere was safe because of the tension between students and 
locals. 
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Question 40 
As sub-aim (f) of core Aim I was to obtain students' views about safety and security 
on campus and in Loughborough and to seek their views on crime prevention 
measures which they would like to see implemented, in this question the victims were 
then asked for suggestions for improvements to safety and security, both on campus and 
in Loughborough. 
On Campus 
* 
* 
Most suggestions ( 49) advocated an increased security presence. Twenty seven 
responses recommended that these be increased foot patrols and some qualified 
this by saying that they should be at nighValong footpaths. Twenty one just said 
more security patrols and one (female) student suggested that a security post be 
established in the student village as the office was a long way away. This theme 
was echoed by six other students who felt that there should be more information 
on how to report to security and/or more contact points for security. Another 
recommended an alarm telephone along the footpath with a direct line to 
security. 
A number of other comments were received about security. Three students felt 
that the studenVsecurity officer relationship was poor and that this stemmed from 
what appeared to be a pre-occupation with parking offences by security staff. 
Another student felt that security staff were primarily concerned with the security 
of departmental buildings and not student areas. Conversely, three males and two 
females thought that security was fine. 
The next most popular suggestion (37 responses) was for improvement to the 
lighting. Four of these were qualified by saying that it should be on pathways. 
Another suggested that damaged lighting be repaired more quickly but two 
(male) students thought that generally the lighting was OK. However, research 
by Atkins et. al. (1991) showed that there was no evidence to support the 
hypothesis that improved street lighting reduces reported crime, although 
females walking alone do feel safer. (A light meter test was conducted on the 
campus and the results are shown in Appendix (11)). 
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* A number of responses (18) indicated that the barriers77 would help and six 
students suggested greater use ofCCTV cameras (two of these suggesting that 
they cover bicycle racks). 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
Five students recommended improvements to the crime prevention awareness 
programmes, one of these commenting that it was particularly necessary for 
those living out of Hall. 
Five students suggested better control of people entering and leaving campus, 
especially those on foot. 
Four interviewees recommended that hedges/trees along pathways be cut back to 
improve visibility, and one of these also suggested the use of mirrors to 
overcome blind spots. 
Four suggestions for improved locks on Halls were also received. 
Other comments were varied. Three suggested better security provisions for 
bicycles and two suggested greater use of the "night bus" or an evening campus 
minibus. One female student recommended that free rape alarms be given to 
second year students as well as freshers. 
In Loughborough 
* 
* 
The largest group (26 responses) made comments about an improved police 
presence. Seven qualified this by saying that they should be foot patrols and 
three recommended that the increased presence be at night. Another student 
thought that the Police Station was too remote and not well sign-posted. So just 
as with the on-campus situation, the most popular recommendation was a 
heightened visible law enforcement presence. However, two students 
commented that there were always police around and another thought that too 
much policing could in itself provoke trouble. 
Conversely, a group of almost similar size (25 responses) felt that there was 
nothing much that could be done and three more felt that Loughborough was 
generally OK. A further three thought that Loughborough was "not too bad". 
As with the campus responses, the next most popular suggestion (10 responses) 
recommended improvements to the lighting. 
77This survey was taking place as new security barriers and ccrv cameras were being installed on 
campus. 
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* Five students recommended the introduction of Town Centre CCTV cameras78 
and a further five recommended improvements to a late minibus service from the 
Town to the campus. Tirree females emphasised that this would mean that they 
would not have to walk home at night. 
* Other comments were varied. Two thought that advice should be given on which 
areas to avoid and one thought that night clubs could be a problem; another that 
the "bouncers" in Echo's provoked fights. Other responses included: 
+ students houses should have better security 
+ the Housing Officer should give Crime Prevention guidelines 
+ something should be done to break down the barriers between students 
and locals 
Question 41 
This question asked that, based on their experiences of crime generally (i.e. on campus, 
in Loughborough and at home), did they think that being a student made them more or 
less likely to become a victim of crime than someone of the same age who was not a 
student (sub-aim (g) of Aim 1): 
More likely Less likely About same 
Males 31 2 22 
Females79 8 I 14 
Total 39 3 36 
This shows that half thought that being a student per se increased the risk of crime 
victimisation, and almost a similar-sized group (46%) thought that the risk was about the 
same. There was little support for the suggestion that being a student reduced the crime 
risk. When the responses are distributed by sex it shows a marked difference in opinion. 
Over half (56%) of males think that being a student heightens the risk whereas this drops 
to 35% for females. However, as can be seen to responses to the next question, males 
78Phase I of the Town Centre CCTV scheme was installed in 1996 and commissioned early in 1997. 
Phase 2 which takes in Nottingham Road (from the Railway Station to the Town Centre) and the Fennel 
Street Car Park was completed in May 1997. 
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also thought that hostility towards students by some local residents also increased the 
likelihood of them being a victim. 
Ouestion42 
This asked for the reasons for the response to the previous question: 
* The most popular comment (20 responses) referred to perceived 
hostility/animosity/jealousy between some locals and students80• The bulk (18) 
of these responses came from males and it may be this factor alone which 
explains why males believe much more strongly than females that being a 
student increases the risk of them becoming a crime victim. 
However, two males thought that students were not singled out for assault, two 
females thought that the assault risk was the same everywhere and a male 
thought that people in Loughborough accept the large number of students. Three 
females felt that people did not know that they were students and that therefore 
they could not be singled-out, and two other females thought that being a student 
did not provoke others to act. 
Others did not agree. One thought that students were generally more prone to 
assault (not necessarily from locals) and another thought that students fought 
amongst themselves. One interviewee thought that students drink too much and 
then get into trouble and another thought that students are seen as "spongers" and 
therefore legitimate targets. 
Other comments related more to property crimes. 
* The next largest group (13 responses) related to student housing. This 
accommodation was seen as being well-known, and therefore targeted, especially 
over the Christmas holidays. A further five interviewees felt that student homes 
lacked proper security. 
790ne female was undecided. 
801! is interesting to note that 7 of 1hese responses admitted 1hat 1hey had not experienced any hostility 
1hernselves - it was just what 1hey had heard was likely to happen. 
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* 
* 
Four students felt that students were prime targets because they had a lot of 
property to steal (TVs, stereo, bicycles, etc) and one of these mentioned that 
some student houses have four of all of these easily saleable items. On the other 
hand, six interviewees felt that students were poor, had little of value to be stolen 
and that therefore the risk was less. 
Eight students felt that the risk was the same (or balanced out) and a further three 
thought that crime happened at random. 
* A number of other varied comments were received: 
+ three students mentioned the high risk ofbicycle theft 
+ two mentioned poor Hall security 
+ and one thought that as it was students who commit crime, in a student 
town there was a higher chance of becoming a victim. 
Many of the large number of comments about perceived hostility towards students were 
not based on first-hand evidence of any problems but rather on rumours of what might 
happen. Acceptance by students of this feeling towards them may not only lead students 
to react in a provocative manner but may also result in them modifYing their behaviour 
to avoid contact with "locals". This in turn may result in them leading a less attractive 
social life than they may otherwise have been able to, and in this sense results in a loss of 
the quality oflife that one would expect as part of the experience of being a student. 
Little evidence was uncovered to support the notion that students are singled out by local 
residents. Perhaps what is required is further research to establish whether in fact this 
does exist and if it does take action on both sides to break down the barriers, and if it 
does not then take action to break down the myth. 
Apart from the comments about perceived animosity towards students the next largest 
concern was about student housing. The location of these homes is clearly known to 
local offenders and it is relatively easy for them to target these properties, especially 
during the Christmas vacation period when students would be less likely to remove all of 
their valuable items. As four respondents indicated, students houses are also likely to 
contain more than one TV, video, bicycle etc and hence offer rich pickings. When this is 
accompanied by poor housing security (mentioned by 5 respondents) then the risks are 
obvious. 
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Question 43 
Aim IT sub-aim (e) was to determine the extent of under-reporting of crime in relation to 
perceptions of satisfaction with the service provided by the agency to which the crime 
was reported. This question asked for opinions about the service provided by the police. 
The first part of the question asked if the victim had reported a crime to the police, was 
there any face-to-face contact: 
Thirty one reports had been made to the police, and in twenty three cases (74%) 
the victim reported receiving some face-to-face contact. Females had a much 
higher contact rate (82%) than males (70%). 
Lack of face-to-face contact has been identified as having a negative effect on 
perceptions of police performance and it is especially important to crime victims 
(Skogan 1994). The second part of the question asked that ifthere was no face-to-face 
contact, did the victim think that there should have been some: 
Of the eight victims who did not receive any contact, only one (a female) thought 
that there should have been some. 
The final part of the question asked if the victims were satisfied by the service provided 
by the police: 
In twenty four cases victims reported that they were happy, and seven were not. 
This shows that 23% were dissatisfied. 
The victims were then asked to explain the reasons why they had answered as they had. 
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Satisfied 
* 
* 
Seven females reported receiving helpful service, three mentioning friendly 
service and three receiving lots of advice. Two males81 also reported similar 
service. 
One male reported very prompt and enthusiastic service, even for a minor 
incident, and another that they provided follow-up counselling and seemed keen 
to get a result. Five reported that they thought that they had done all that they 
could, and in one of these cases the stolen bicycle was recovered. 
Dissatisfied 
* Three reported not receiving any feedback, with one of these thinking that more 
effort should have been made to obtain additional information. 
* Two felt that the police did not take the matters seriously, to them it was just 
another crime. Another reported just receiving advice leaflets and had no 
confidence that anything would be done. 
* One female82 complained that she had to keep dealing with a different police 
contact. 
The above data shows that face-to-face contact took place in 74% of all incidents and 
that 77% of victims were happy with the service provided by the police. This suggests a 
direct relationship between the two but this has not been tested. Where satisfaction levels 
were highest victims reported friendly, helpful service and lots of advice. Many also 
thought that the police had done all they could, so it was likely that they had received 
some feedback on the progress of their case. 
Question 44 
Question 44 was intended to collect responses to any incident not already covered and 
asked if the victims had experienced any crimes not already mentioned which they had 
not reported to the police. There were none. 
810ne of these mentioned that he was planning to become a Special Constable so his response may not 
have been un-biased 
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Question 45 
This last question provided an opportunity for the interviewees to make any additional 
comments about crime on campus, or in Loughborough, or about the security or police 
service, or any other aspects of crime that were of concern to them. 41 males and 19 
females made additional comments. They are summarised below, many of which had 
already been made in response to earlier questions: 
Comment No. of times 
It is generally good on campus83 
More advice is needed for freshers (including on places to avoid) 
It is OK generally 
More information is needed when crimes are taking place to counter rumours 
and provide advice 
Tell people how to deal with incidents 
Other comments were received about the need for improved lighting, the relationship 
between security staff and students, the town vs gown problem, and the need for 
additional security and/or police patrols. One student recommended that police patrol the 
campus from time-to-time. There were also concerns about the ease of access on to the 
campus. Other comments expressed satisfaction with the police and security service. 
Two commented that drugs were not a problem - one adding that alcohol was. 
Conversely another thought that Cannabis use was widespread. 
A number of comments are worth producing verbatim: 
"fm quite pleased with the security on campus and the security in the Union is 
probably one of the best. In the night clubs in town they can't tolerate students 
and we frequently get hit by the bouncers" (male student). 
82 Another female said that she was not happy with the on-campus counselling service which she had 
chosen instead of victim support. 
"Two students commented that the good security was one of the reasons why they had chosen to come 
to Loughborough. This perception of campus crime/security may have greater marketing implications 
than currently recognised. 
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7 
7 
5 
5 
3 
"The Security Department are taking the right steps - we need to know who 
security are and how to get hold of them" (male student). 
"I did not know how to deal with it84 and ended up not reporting it. We need to 
. know how to report things and be sure that they will be dealt with 
sympathetically" (Female student). 
"When I first decided to report an incident I went to the Student Advice Centre 
which is more geared up to deal with housing problems. I got told to either report 
it to the police or to put it behind me and get on with my life. I went to the wrong 
area - they should have directed me to the University counselling service" 
(female student). 
4.5 Summary of Results from Phase 11 
A relatively small proportion of this survey group had been victims of theft- 28% of 
males and 20% of females. The majority (81 %) of these had only experienced one such 
incident. The analysis of the locations where the incident took place showed no 
particular pattern or 'hot spot', the one exception being that theft of food took place in 
the victim's Hall kitchen. With the exception of two stolen vehicles which were located 
by the police, none of the stolen property was recovered. Thus 94% of victims suffered a 
total loss with the average loss per victim being £157.00. In six of the cases the loss was 
covered by Insurance. 
The survey group generally thought that security marking may have been effective had it 
been used, but three bicycles which were security marked were stolen and not recovered. 
The effectiveness of security marking schemes in the context ofUniversities (both 
student and University property) should be the subject of further research. 
In relation to reporting of crime these results confirmed those from Phase I which 
indicated that a large number of the reports that are made are to members of University 
staff, and that reports will not be made if the incident is considered to be minor in nature 
and/or there is little likelihood of identifYing the offender. An incident may also be 
84 A serious sexual assault. 
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classified as ''minor" even though the victim sustains physical injury. It also seems that 
for property crimes where insurance is involved victims prefer to report to the police. An 
element of self-blame also emerges with victims seeing themselves as being careless 
rather than expressing anger about having their property stolen. These results also 
confirmed Phase I data which showed that criminal damage to vehicles was one of the 
most prevalent offences. An analysis of locations of the incident also confirmed findings 
from Phase I that the Union building is a crime generator. Also, as with Phase I, alcohol 
is seen as playing a major causative role in the conunission of the offence. 
In response to questions about drugs, 23% of this group reported that they had been 
offered drugs at least once85• This is considerably higher than the 8% identified in Phase 
I and raises the very important question about a linkage between crime victimisation and 
the likelihood of being offered drugs, or vice versa, and perhaps a linkage between 
drugs, lifestyle and crime victimisation. It is tempting to postulate a crime victim 
lifestyle profile which exposes the individual to drugs, perhaps because the individual 
sends out signals (maybe subconsciously) that he/she could be a potential drug user and 
hence a client. Or that even if the offer is declined they will be unlikely to react in a way 
that might threaten the safety of the drug dealer. These results also confirm Phase I data 
which showed that the person offering the drug was a fellow Loughborough student, but 
this time the Phase I figure of 53% has risen to 85%. 
This Phase also confirms earlier data which shows that males are the main victims of 
assault and that the most frequently identified location of the incident being the Union 
building. It also confirmed student's concerns expressed in Phase I about particular 
dangerous pathways, and poor lighting. Also, as with earlier data, the area around the 
Union building was perceived as being particularly safe, although this is clearly at odds 
with the evidence obtained from an analysis of crime locations. An increased security 
presence was also recommended on Campus, as in Phase I. 
A number of comments were made about student housing being particularly vulnerable. 
As several students remarked, these houses often lack good physical security measures, 
"This compares with other research (Mitchell & Bone (1997) in Campbell & Bryce1and 1998) which 
showed that 45% of Further Education College students had used drugs (though not necessarily within 
a 12 month survey period). 
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frequently contain multiple valuable items (e.g. several TV s, Hi Fis, etc) and it is well 
lrnown within the local community that these houses are occupied by students. This 
makes them particularly vulnerable during holiday periods (e.g. Christmas). At least one 
University86 has already recognised the crime risks posed by student housing. Here the 
Student Services facility checks to see whether recommended repairs and security 
improvements have been completed and where necessary Landlords are contacted. 
Formal measures have been introduced to put pressure on Landlords to make 
improvements after a burglary and "they are advised that failure to do so may lead to 
their removal from the University's official housing list" (Chenery et a/1997:13). Whilst 
such measures are no doubt welcome it is still a reactive approach only introduced once 
a burglary has taken place. Although it might help to reduce the incidence of repeat 
victimisation something more proactive could be considered. 
There is clearly scope here for the Loughborough University Housing Officer to 
investigate the level of security being provided at student houses and, in conjunction 
with University Security staff and the police, set a standard which Landlords are required 
to meet before their property is 'approved'. Random inspections would also be necessary 
to ensure compliance. In conjunction with this students who are housed off-campus 
should be provided with specially tailored crime prevention advice, perhaps in the form 
of a brochure, or stickers which can be put up around the house. The police should also 
be aware of the locations of student houses and should increase crime prevention patrols 
at vulnerable times (e.g. the Christmas holiday). Police crime pattern analysis would also 
indicate the degree of repeat victimisation being suffered at premises occupied by 
students further facilitating the crime prevention effort. 
Phase II revealed that 31 reports had been made to the Police, and in 23 cases (74%) the 
victim received some face-to-face contact. There is some evidence to show that female 
victims receive better service from the Police than do males, with 82% of females 
receiving face-to-face contact compared with 70% for males. However, to confirm this 
disparity it would be necessary to examine the types of incidents reported as well as 
perhaps the victims' willingness to visit the Police Station. Of those 8 victims who did 
not receive any face-to-face contact, only one (a female) thought that there should have 
"University of Huddersfield 
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been some. When asked whether they were satisfied with the service provided by the 
Police, 24% said they there were not. This dissatisfaction level is very similar to the 
proportion of victims who did not receive any face-to-face contact. 
Phase 11 also showed a marked change in attitudes to perceived risk of being a crime 
victim. Comparing this data with that from Phase 1 (question 38) shows that opinions 
have changed: 
Table 84: Being a student- perceived crime risk: Phase 1/Phase 2 comparison 
Phase 1 Phase 2 
Code 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Male 11.1% 20.9% 67.9% 3.6% 56.4% 40% 
Female 7.1% 43.3% 49.6% 4.3% 34.8% 60.9% 
(Code: 1 =Less likely 2 =More Likely 3 =No difference) 
This shows that both male and female victims (i.e. phase 2 respondents) were less sure 
than the group as a whole that being a student reduced the likelihood of being a crime 
victim. This may welJ be due to the fact that all phase 2 respondents were victims 
anyway. This may also be the reason why males in particular now believe that being a 
student makes it more likely that they will be a crime victim. This figure has risen from 
20.9% of respondents in phase 1 to 56.4% in phase 2 indicating that they may identify 
being a student as one of the causal factors in 'their' crime. However, the same cannot be 
said for female victims. They are now much more likely to see the risk as being about 
the same. This suggests that unlike males, females have adopted a more pragmatic view 
of 'their' crime, perhaps reflecting the difference in types of crime experienced by the 
two groups. It is reasonable to expect that males who experience assaults in either Hall 
or the Union will associate this with being a student, whereas female victims of property 
crime may interpret this against the general background level of this type of crime 
anyway, and not specificaiJy relate it to being a student. 
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4.6 Comparison with data from the 1994 British Crime Survey, and other 
research. 
A sub-aim of the research (sub-aim (g) of Aim I) is to ascertain whether students suffer 
a different level of victimisation to similar age groups within the general population. It 
is important to compare the results from this research with other surveys to establish 
whether the results are consistent, and to consider explanations for the results obtained 
where any disparity exists. By so doing it should be possible to answer the important 
question- with respect to crime victimisation, are students at Loughborough faring 
better or worse in comparison with other similar age groups? 
The first step was to consider the results from a number of British Crime Surveys. 
This has generally meant referring to information provided in the reports of the 
surveys (rather than analysis of the data itself) which tend to relate to generalised 
results obtained from the whole survey sample rather than a sample which would 
more closely resemble the age profile of this survey at Loughborough University. On 
occasions the BCS reports suggest that 'young people' are more likely to suffer higher 
rates of certain types of crime victimisation, but the definition of young people and/or 
the degree of increased risk is frequently not provided. 
At this point it is appropriate to remember the caveats described in the Literature review 
concerning the comparability ofBCS and Loughborough data, and the number of 
methodological differences which could skew both the raw data and any comparison. 
That said, there is no other UK data available against which to measure the 
Loughborough results, so in an effort to more closely compare the BCS findings with 
those from the Loughborough survey the Data Archive at the University of Essex were 
contacted and arrangements were made to obtain the 1994 BCS data and the supporting 
documentation. This was provided in the form of four floppy disks containing data in a 
compressed format and a 274 page User Guide. When the data was expanded a problem 
was caused as the size of the files proved to be too large for the hard drives of computers 
within the Centre for Hazard and Risk Management (CHaRM) and so the data was 
transferred to a network drive with sufficient capacity. However, this was not the end of 
the problem as when an effort was made to load the files back on to a CHaRM PC for 
analysis it was found that there was insufficient memory within the Windows application 
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to run the files using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). Eventually, 
however, a machine was located with sufficient memory to allow analysis to proceed. 
In order to be able to more closely compare results it was decided to select those 
responses in the BCS which fell in the 18-25 year age group, which represented the bulk 
of the students respondents. Reference to the BCS user guide showed that age in the 
main questionnaire results referred to that of"person No.!" as recorded by the 
interviewer. Whilst this was supposed to be the head of household the guide made it 
clear that this might not always be the case and thus just limiting the survey to an 18-25 
group from this main questionnaire would not be an accurate representation of the 
survey population (for example, it could refer to the respondent's child if that person had 
been coded as "person 01 "). 
Contact was made with Andrew Percy, Senior Research Officer in the Research & 
Statistics Directorate of the Home Office's Crime and Criminal Justice Unit and details 
of extra variables not included in questionnaire documentation was provided. This 
showed that in the Demographic Questionnaire an additional variable called "age" was 
constructed to overcome this problem by identifying the age of respondent, even where 
he/she had not been entered as person 0 I. 
Using the Demographic Questionnaire a file of 18-25 year old respondents was created. 
This amounted to 1,808 responses compared to the approximately 16,500 of the whole 
sweep. This file was then merged with that for the Main Questionnaire to produce a file 
which could be analysed using SPSS to show responses to particular questions. A 
comparison of these results with the Loughborough survey are shown below. 
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Table 85: Comparison of prevalence rates(% of respondents) by crime type: 
BCS and Loughborough 
Crime BCS Loughborough 
Theft of vehicle 4 3 
Theft from vehicle 23 9 
Criminal damage to vehicle 19 14 
Bicycle theft 10 6 
Burglary (L 'boro Question 6) 6 12 
Burglary (Question 7) 1 4 
Attempted burglary (Q. 8) 5 5 
Personal theft (Q. 13) 4 2 
Assault (Q. 19) 12 12 
Threat of violence (Q. 20) 10 10 
Sexual assault 1 2 
In respect to vehicle related crime this comparison confirms the earlier analysis provided 
after question 4 which shows that in relation to the BCS, Loughborough students have 
the same risk of having their car stolen as the wider population, and a decreased risk of 
having something stolen from it. They are also less likely to suffer criminal damage to 
their vehicles. However, whereas the earlier analysis indicated that the bicycle theft risk 
was about the same, by restricting the BCS data to 18-25 year olds, it can be seen that 
Loughborough students have a relatively decreased risk of having their bicycle stolen. 
By contrast, an analysis of the burglary data shows a heightened risk for Loughborough 
students and confirms the earlier analysis conducted after Question 12 (Phase 1). 
Looking at the responses to Question 6 it can be seen that the rate is in fact double, and 
this rises to four times in Question 7 (burglary with damage). The attempted burglary 
rate is the same as that recorded by the BCS, and the personal theft rate much lower. 
This suggests that student property is most at risk in the home, and less so when it is 
being carried around. An analysis of property stolen might indicate a high proportion of 
personal electrical items. It might also suggest that student housing is insecure, and/or 
that appropriate precautions are not taken. 
244 
The rates for assault and threats of violence are the same in both surveys. Being a student 
per se does not heighten the risk, and claims that students may be singled out for assault 
by locals carmot be confirmed from this data Of some concern however is the 
prevalence of sexual assault which, although small, is twice that expected from 
comparison with the BCS. This may be a feature of the different survey techniques, the 
BCS using an in-person interview which might inhibit respondents' willingness to report 
this, especially if the offender was a member of the same household and maybe even 
present when the interviews were taking place. 
The BCS also measures the respondents' concerns/worries about the chances of being a 
victim of certain types of crime. These responses are compared below with that from the 
Loughborough survey. Respondents at Loughborough were asked about their concerns 
at three different locations87 and it is the responses to crime risks on university premises 
and home town/country that are used for comparison purposes. 
Crime BCS Loughborough Hometown 
Being mugged & robbed: 
* Very worried 30 5 5 
* Fairly worried 27 12 17 
* Not very worried 32 33 35 
* Not at all worried 11 46 39 
Having car stolen: 
* Very worried 23 6 7 
* Fairly worried 20 15 18 
* Not very worried 11 13 21 
* Not at all worried 4 13 15 
Theft from vehicle 
* Very worried 17 7 7 
* Fairly worried 22 15 20 
* Not very worried 14 14 20 
* Not at all worried 4 9 15 
87University premises, elsewhere in Loughborough and Home Town/Country. 
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(N.B. percentages are rounded to nearest whole number and may not total 100 as for 
each questions there was a "not applicable" response- e.g. if the respondent did not own 
a car). 
It can be seen that for each of the three crimes mentioned above, the student survey 
group is much less worried. It is tempting to think that this might be because students 
perceive that the university premises is particularly less crime prone, but student 
responses for "home town/country" show that although concerns here may be a little 
higher, they do not reach the levels shown in the BCS. This suggests that some other 
factors may be influencing student perceptions of crime risk. It should also be noted that 
the BCS data will include students within its respondents and thus if they have similar 
views to the Loughborough survey group, controlling for these would show an even 
larger divergence of opinion. Other factors at play here could include such variables as 
education and class, and this could be the subject of future analysis. 
Moving on from a comparison of the BCS data above it is useful to target several 
specific topics and compare and contrast the Loughborough survey results with other 
research, whether it be earlier BCS surveys or something else. One of the key areas is 
crime reporting. 
Crime Reporting 
Core Aim II of the research was concerned with aspects of under-reporting of crime. The 
1992 BCS shows (Mayhew et a/1993) that for all offences combined, 43% were 
reported to the police. This has increased from 31% in 1981 and this may reflect 
increased insurance cover, changing public tolerance of crime as well as changes in 
attitude towards the police. However, the figure dropped back slightly to 41% in the 
1996 survey. 
However, reporting rates vary by crime type. The 1996 BCS (Mirrlees-Black et a/1996) 
has provided information about the percentage of certain types of crime that are reported 
to the police: 
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Crimetvoe % reported to police 
Motor vehicle theft 97 
Burglary with loss 84 
Bicycle theft 63 
Robbery 57 
No loss burglary 52 
Theft from vehicle 50 
Home vandalism 43 
Theft from person 40 
Wounding 39 
Attempted vehicle theft 36 
Common assault 34 
Other household theft 30 
Other personal theft 30 
Vehicle vandalism 25 
The BCS reports (Mayhew et a/1993) that the most important factor influencing the 
decision to report is the seriousness of the incident but reasons vary by crime type. 62% 
of the most serious crimes were reported against 25% for the least serious. A high 
proportion (20%) of personal thefts, many of which occurred in the workplace, were 
reported to someone else. Other factors include insurance considerations as well as a 
judgement that by reporting, something will be achieved by the police. Where insurance 
cover exists, of those who made a claim 92% also reported to the police (Mirrlees-Black 
et a/1996), but this drops to 33% where there is no cover or no claim made. 20% of 
insured victims who did not make a claim feared loss of no-claims bonus or a rise in 
their premiums. Also claims were not made because the presence of an excess did not 
make it worthwhile. The victim-offender relationship is also a feature in non-reporting. 
Skogan's analysis (1994) of the 1992 BCS shows that in 55% of victims of'related 
party' cases it was seen as a personaVfamily affair and not to be reported to the police. 
However, not knowing much about the offender was also a good reason for 27% of 
victims not to report. In property crimes victims are more likely to report if the offender 
is not a stranger whereas in personal crimes (e.g. assault; robbery) where the offender is 
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known well there is a marked reluctance to report. This results in 75% of such offences 
not being reported to the police. 
Crime reporting is also related to the 'intrusiveness' of the crime as measured by the 
location of the incident and whether or not the offender had a right to be there. This leads 
to a high reporting rate for domestic burglary and a low rate for property crime where the 
offender was not an intruder. However, for personal crimes, whilst non-intruders were 
again shielded, crimes committed at home were not more likely to be reported because 
the offender was often well known to the victim. 
The degree of 'harm' can also influence willingness to report. Reporting is high when 
financial loss levels exceed £200 but low once they drop below £50 (Skogan 1994). 
Where an emotional impact was present reporting was also likely to be higher. Where 
physical harm was present only 11% of victims needed medical attention and where it is 
not required victims were much less likely to report the incident. This is particularly so 
when the offender is known to the victim even though these incidents more often 
resulted in injury (60%) than those crimes committed by strangers (40%). Young victims 
also showed more injuries and they were less likely to report to police. 
Both the 1992 and 1996 BCS reports have provided reasons why people do not report 
cnme: 
Table 86: Main reasons for non-reporting of crime 
1992BCS 
Minor incident/involved no loss 55% 
Police could do nothing 25% 
Police would not be interested 13% 
Deal with incident themselves 12% 
Inconvenience in reporting 
Fear/dislike of police 
1996BCS 
40% 
29% 
20% 
19% 
4% 
<1% 
In 40% of unreported assaults the reasons given were that either it was inappropriate to 
report the matter to the police or the victim had dealt with it him/herself. 
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The 1996 survey also found that the importance of these reasons varied by crime type, 
and that some of the responses could be ambiguous. For example, saying that 
"nothing could be done" might mean that the loss cannot be recovered; that there is 
insufficient proof to identity an offender or that it is unlikely that an arrest can be 
made. Likewise, a statement that "the police would not be interested" might mean that 
the victim really did not want to bother the police, or that they would be unable (or 
unwilling) to help. 
The 1992 BCS indicates (Mayhew et a/1993) that many incidents of violent crime go 
unreported, especially where the offender is known by the victim. It also shows that 
younger people have a greater risk of experiencing this type of crime, more than 80% of 
victims are male (comparable with this survey result) and that 16% of incidents took 
place in a pub or club. That the Student Union figures highly in these results would tend 
to confirm the BCS findings. 
Reviewing the reasons given for non-reporting in this Loughborough survey, it can be 
seen that they are broadly in line with the results from the BCS and Ong's (1994) 
survey, the latter finding that the main reasons (80%) for non-reporting were that 
either the matter was trivial or the victims thought that the police/security could do 
nothing. 
With crime reporting goes perceptions of satisfaction with the service received. 
Findings from an analysis of the 1992 BCS (Skogan 1994) show that recent crime 
victims and those living in disorderly neighbourhoods are more likely to be dissatisfied 
with the police service. Those people reporting crime expressed the most dissatisfaction 
and victims themselves were even less happy. "They were significantly less likely than 
non-victims to think that they had been kept informed, that the police had made enough 
of an effort in their case or (less strongly) that the police had even been interested in 
what they had had to say" (Skogan 1994:21). Younger people were also much less likely 
to be satisfied and less likely to think that they had been treated politely. Putting the two 
together would therefore suggest that student victims would show a high level of 
dissatisfaction. 
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The survey data shows that 24% of victims who reported to the police were dissatisfied 
with the service received. This compares with fmdings from the 1992 BCS (Skogan 
1994) which show that 33% of victims were dissatisfied with how their case was 
handled, so on the whole students appear to have fared better than the general 
population, or maybe perhaps have lower expectations. It is worth noting that the 
dissatisfaction level ahnost mirrors the number who did not receive any face-to-face 
contact. 
Absence of feedback was a major factor in dissatisfaction levels. This confirms 
findings from the 1992 BCS (Skogan 1994) which show that absence offeedback, 
politeness, effort and showing interest were the key factors in perceptions of 
dissatisfaction. Keeping victims informed and demonstrating that action was being 
taken is obviously very important in keeping the victims happy. This is perhaps more 
important than actually making an arrest or recovering stolen property. Having to 
keep dealing with a different police contact was also armoying for one victim so the 
appointment of a case liaison officer should be part of the police strategy for victim 
support. 
Another important topic is that of Multiple Victimisation. 
4.7 Repeat (Multiple) Victimisation 
The survey also attempted to answer a number of questions in relation to multiple 
victimisation and at this point it is appropriate to return to consider other research on the 
topic which was covered earlier in the literature review. 
Victimisation predicts victimisation (Chenery et a/1997) and where it does happen it 
tends to happen quickly. This is because people and locations at risk are more likely to 
be victimised and because victimisation itself also heightens that risk. Not only that, but 
the same offender is usually responsible for the repeats against the same victim 
(Anderson et a/1995). Farrell and Pease (1993) report that 30% of convicted burglars 
admitted to returning to the previously victimised property. The chance of a second or 
subsequent burglary is over four times as high as the first and 48% of homes burgled in 
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the month of December 1986 had been burgled at least once earlier that year (Forrester 
et a! 1988). 
Additionally, repeat victimisation is undercounted and single incident crime over-
counted because of the effect of the time window of the survey88• Due to errors or 
ambiguities in describing the victim or location, there are also many problems associated 
with using police data to identifY repeat victimisation (Tilley 1995; Bridgeman 1996). 
It should be noted that repeat victimisation can relate to the same location (i.e. the same 
building regardless of tenants) or to the same individual as he or she moves around. For 
a vehicle, it can relate to the same vehicle, or any vehicle owned by the same person, or 
to a particular location (e.g. parking spot). Bridgeman and Sampson (1994:2) describe it 
as "when the same person or place suffers from more than one criminal incident over a 
specified period of time". 
As identified during the literature review, the implications of repeat victimisation for 
crime prevention measures have been called "the most important criminological insight 
of the decade" (Skogan 1996, quoted in Chenery et a/1997:1). The first crime 
prevention initiative based on an understanding of repeat victimisation was the Kirkholt 
burglary prevention project (Lloyd et a! 1994). Repeat victimisation is a useful crime 
prevention tool because: 
* 
* 
* 
it is predictable; there is a heightened risk once victimisation takes place 
it is rapid - repeats follow in a heightened risk period 
it is highest in high crime areas. These may be so due to high level of repeat 
victimisation and not due to a high prevalence of crime. 
An increase in the incidence of crime (i.e. the number offences committed per head of 
population) can have a heavy impact on the expected number of repeats. Likewise, a 
drop should reduce the level of repeat victimisation. However, as crime risks are reduced 
by police/agency work the prevalence rate may increase, i.e. more victims will be drawn 
88 An incident reported at the beginning of the time period could be the last in a series which started 
earlier, and similarly an incident reported at the end of the survey period may be a precursor to something 
to follow outside the time window. 
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in and the misexy will be spread around (Tilley 1995). This supports the "displacement 
theoxy" but consideration should also be given to some "diffusion of benefits". 
Evidence from a number ofBCSs (Farrell & Pease 1993) show that between 4% and 5% 
of respondents suffer approximately 43% of all crimes, and 60-68% suffer no crimes at 
all in the survey period. Bridgeman and Sampson (1994) found that in the 1992 BCS 
50% of victims were repeat victims and accounted for 81% of all reported crime. Similar 
patterns apply to all types of crime and a number of reasons for this have been 
suggested: 
* the victim lives in a crime prone area 
* 
* 
is a feature of a bad relationship and will exist as long as the relationship exists 
perceived to be a feature of modem commercial life 
* the victim's chaotic lifestyle contributes towards the vulnerability 
Developing the last point Silverman (1974) outlines 'victim precipitation' as a situation 
where the victim has something to do with his/her own victimisation. Silverman goes on 
to describe two types of victim: 
• the active type, who directly provokes an attack, and 
• the passive type who indirectly provokes the crime. 
Victim induced criminality can be said to exist where the victim has not taken sufficient 
care of property and has therefore created a "temptation opportunity" (Foomer 1996, 
quoted in Silverman 1974:1 00). Obviously there are degrees of provocation, 
nevertheless, if by some act or failure to act the victim is contributing to the commission 
of the offence, it will require a change in habits or lifestyle to reduce the likelihood of 
repeat victimisation. 
Reviewing earlier evidence (see Chapter 3) it can be shown that repeat victimisation is a 
feature of many different crime types. In a survey of commercial burglaries Tilley (1993) 
found that 30% of the premises surveyed had been the victims of burglary (or attempted 
burglary). This compares with the 1992 BCS estimate of5.3% for domestic burglary, 
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with even the highest rate in the worst area being 14.4%. The study also found that 39% 
were re-burgled at least once, and 40% of these took place within the first ten weeks. 
And of those re-burgled at least once, 48% were re-burgled twice within 12 months of 
the first incident. And of this group, 57% were re-burgled at least three times within 
twelve months of the first incident. From this Tilley (1993:7) concludes that 
"vulnerability is clearly unevenly distributed". Bridgeman (1997) also found that on 
industrial estates, 25% of premises accounted for 75% of burglaries and that in Leicester, 
61% of small businesses had been re-burgled, the average being three times per year. He 
also found that 9-10% of students are bullied weekly, or more frequently, and that in a 6 
month period 21% of computer thefts were repeats. In other studies Sampson and 
Phillips (1992) found that 67% offamilies who were victims of racial attacks were 
repeat victims and Morley and Mullender (1994) found that 90% of cases of domestic 
violence represented multiple incidents. 
Anderson (et a/1995) found that the following proportions of various crimes were 
repeats: 
• 16% of domestic burglaries 
• 28% of commercial burglaries 
• 6% of theft ofvehicle89 
• 10% of theft from vehicle 
Not only do a few victims experience a large number of crimes, the repeat 
victimisation also takes place shortly after the first event occurring (Farrell & Pease 
1993). 50% of residential re-burglaries take place within 7 days of the first event 
(Bridgeman & Sampson 1994) and 79% of school burglaries and property crime take 
place within the first month. Most repeat racial attacks occur within the first week 
(Sampson & Philllips 1992) and 35% of repeat domestic violence incidents occur 
within 5 weeks (Lloyd et al1994). Not only is the same assailant usually involved but 
the frequency and severity of attacks increases over time (Morley & Mullender 1994). 
In a study of school property crime Bridgeman (1996) found that 62% of offences 
occurred within one month of the first offence. A 'diffusion of benefit' was also noted 
by schools near to those which had introduced 'School Watch' programmes. 60% of 
''Bridgeman & Sarnpson (1994) found this figure to be 25%. 
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second commercial burglaries take place within six weeks of the first and thus the 
heightened risk declines steeply over time (Bridgeman & Sampson 1994). A by-
product of multiple victimisation is that as the number of victimisations increase, so 
there is less likelihood that the incident will be reported to the police (Chenery et al 
1997). This underscores the benefits of crime surveys at revealing the 'dark figure' of 
crime. 
The Loughborough survey broadly supports the multiple victimisation theory. 
Whereas Farrell & Pease (1993) found that approximately 60% of respondents 
experienced no crime in the survey period, this survey shows a lower figure of 
43.5%. However, only 35% of victims suffered just one event, showing that 65% 
experienced multiple victimisation. As with Farrell & Pease's research, this survey 
also showed that a very small proportion of victims (1.6%) experienced a 
disproportionately large percentage (15.7%) of the total crime. There is also a 
similarity with Bridgeman and Sampson's (1994) data. They found that 81% of 
recorded crime was due to repeat victimisation; in this case the figure is a little higher 
at 91%. 
Other specific issues can also be compared with previous research. One of these 
relates to perception of risk (or fear of crime). Phase I of the survey (questions 36 and 
37) asked respondents about the likelihood of being a crime victim in differing 
locations; it also asked about the chances of experiencing certain types of crime. The 
results showed that many females (79.7%) were concerned about their safety on 
campus at night. This is consistent with Thresher's (1995) results which showed that a 
high proportion of female students were very concerned about their safety at night at 
certain locations on campus. Many had taken deliberate action to avoid some 
locations90 after dark. 
With regard to being mugged and robbed, most males (approximately 80%) were not 
worried about being the victim of this type of crime whereas the corresponding figure 
for females was 55 -70%, depending on the location. It is therefore interesting to 
note that the 1996 BCS again confirms that males are at greater risk than females. In the 
"'Notably James France building and the "Seb Coe" steps near the playing field. 
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16-29 age band the prevalence rate for males is 3.0% against 1.3% for females. In this 
survey females generally had a higher concern about all types of crime, confirming 
1996 BCS data which showed a similar situation. 
A comparison between 1996 BCS survey data and the Loughborough survey is shown 
below for respondents who were either very or fairly worried on university premises: 
Table 87: Worry about crime(%): BCS and Loughborough 
Crime tvpe BCS Loughborough 
Mugging 
Theft of car 
Theft from car 
Theft of car (car owners) 
Theft from car (car owners) 
males: 
females: 
males: 
females: 
47 
44 
42 
57 
63 
56 
57 
17 
22 
23 
46 
52 
49 
47 
The above comparison indicates that for the three crimes in question, worries are 
considerably lower on university premises than that detected by the BCS, although the 
results from car owners are more closely matched. It is also interesting to note, that like 
the BCS, Loughborough students show little difference between males and females 
about the worry of theft from vehicle. 
Phase I (Question 38) also asked if their were any changes in perceived risk as a result 
ofbecoming a student at the University. The survey found that 9.7% thought that they 
were now less likely to be a victim; 28.1% thought that they were now more likely to 
be a victim and 62.2% thought that there was no difference. These findings are similar 
to an earlier study by Ong (1994) who found: 
Less Likely More Likely No Difference 
15.1% 37.6% 47.3% 
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The research also attempted to identify if respondents had adopted any changes to 
lifestyle and if so what the changes had typically been (Question 39). Overall, 15% of 
males and 45% of females had made some changes. Ong's (1994) Loughborough study 
found that 35% of respondents had changed their lifestyle and the 1996 BCS found, that 
in the 16-29 age band, 15% of males and 35% of females had made changes. This 
indicates that males at Loughborough follow the national trend whereas females take 
more avoidance action than the national average as indicated by the BCS. When asked 
about the avoidance action taken, the largest proportion of responses from females 
referred to not going out alone at night. The 1996 BCS (Mirrlees-Black et a/1996) also 
found this to be the most popular tactic taken by 50% of female respondents in the 16-29 
age band. 
Phase 11 (Question 26) showed that 31% of males had been the victim of robbery 
and/or assault and for females this figure was 17%. This not only confirmed earlier 
data from Phase I which showed that males were likely to be the main assault victims, 
but it also confirms earlier work by Thresher (1995) who found that 78% of violent 
crimes were committed by students. Later analysis also showed that some students 
felt safer in the presence of other students (for example in the vicinity of the Union 
building), whereas the reality is that it is they who are the most likely to commit these 
types of offences. Thresher (1995) likens this to domestic violence in that it is 
committed by people who know each other and who are sometimes under the 
influence of alcohol and/or drugs. 
The role that alcohol plays in the commission of the offence was highlighted in both 
Phases of the survey. This is consistent with the fact that many of the incidents took 
place in the Union or in night-clubs, and this confirms data from the 1996 BCS 
(Mirrlees-Black et a/1996) which found that 53% of assailants were under the 
influence of alcohol and that 33% of incidents took place in or around licensed 
premises. Camp bell & Bryceland found that alcohol and drug use/misuse was linked 
to antisocial behaviour and crime, and that this "has serious implications for 
academic institutions in terms of under achievement, absenteeism, course drop out 
rates, and physical and mental health issues" (1998:60). They go on " ... .it would 
appear that Student Unions and many off campus licensed premises and places of 
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entertainment go to considerable lengths to target and encourage large alcohol 
consumption by students" (1998:61, emphasis added). 
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ChapterS 
5. CONCLUSION 
At this stage it is appropriate to return to the original objectives of the research and to 
measure the findings against these aims. Any key implications can also be reviewed at 
the same time. 
The first aim was to establish an overall picture of the nature of criminal victimisation 
experience by students, and to identify victimisation rates for specific types of crime 
as well as any particular locations where crimes were prevalent. The data found that 
there were 2908 incidents reported in the survey period and 731 victims. On 
University premises there were 1289 incidents (44% of the total) which were 
experienced by 426 victims (58% of total victims). The most common crime reported 
for all locations (both by raw numbers of incidents and by number of victims) was 
Assault, followed closely by Burglary. However, on University premises Criminal 
Damage to vehicles showed the largest number of victims, then followed closely by 
Burglary and Assault. Many of the assault cases were located in or close to night 
clubs or bars (especially the Union building) and alcohol was identified as being a 
causal factor in many of the cases. The data relating to assaults also indicated that a 
fellow student was most likely to be the perpetrator. Poor security at student housing 
was mentioned many times in connection with Burglary in a Dwelling. There are a 
number of implications arising from these findings. 
Firstly, student car parks tend to be situated on the edge of the campus and are remote 
from the Halls of Residence. Security fencing and pedestrian access control is 
minimal and formal surveillance poor (although plans are believed to be underway to 
install CCTV cameras in car parks) making these vehicles easy targets for outsiders 
who can easily enter the campus from the nearby housing areas. Although the campus 
has a very large perimeter, consideration should be given to establishing a perimeter 
fence which, if chosen carefully, could be visually acceptable whilst at the same time 
providing a real barrier to potential offenders from outside the campus. A lower cost 
alternative would be to establish security fencing at the major at risk car parks. 
Secondly, a large proportion of the assaults take place in or around the Union 
building, are typically committed by other students and alcohol is a factor in many of 
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the incidents. The research did not specifically set out to determine whether alcohol 
was a factor in the commission of offences, but Aim I( e) sought to identifY any factors 
the respondents considered to be relevant91 • The responses clearly indicate that 
alcohol was a common factor in many of the incidents, and whether this was actually 
true, it is what the respondents' believed. The victim is also very well placed to make 
this informed assessment. The causal relationship between alcohol and this type of 
crime was not a hypothesis but rather emerged as a result of the respondents' replies. 
Thus there is clearly an opportunity here for the University management to work 
together with the Student Union on an alcohol awareness progrannne which in 
addition to reducing incidents at the Union may also have a diffusion of benefits into 
other clubs and bars. The progrannne could ideally be linked to a health screening 
strategy which provides students with health monitoring information, linking this to 
sport performance, healthy lifestyles, etc. Bar staff at the Union (and also at Campus 
bars) should be properly trained in identifYing and dealing with customers who have 
had too much to drink, and commercial objectives should not be allowed to swamp 
the responsibilities that bar operators have in ensuring that alcohol is not served to 
heavily drunk customers. This may require a degree of re-thinking on the part of the 
security department as Camp bell & Bryceland' s study found that " ... on the whole, 
campus security staff believe the Student Unions to be well managed" (1998:65).1t is 
accepted that this will not be easy and involves a degree of culture change, but the 
alternative is to do nothing, accept the underlying level of violence and risk the 
possibility of a serious injury occurring as well as associated litigation. The 
University management and Student Union have a duty of care which they must 
demonstrate that they are exercising in a reasonable marmer. 
Finally, poor security at student housing could be improved by a proactive policy by 
the Housing Officer in delivering a minimal acceptable security standard to potential 
landlords and then introduce a system of inspection and random audit. The University 
security staff would be well placed to assist with this process. 
91 Question 24 in Phase 1 asked ... "What factors do you think contributed to the crime or incident 
mentioned in 1-23? (e.g. inadequate lighting, isolated location, etc.)" and Phase 2, Question 30 
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A sub-aim was to identifY the extent of drug use by students and whether the drug 
dealers were other students. Research by Campbell & Bryceland indicated that more 
security mangers than police officers believed that drug use was prevented on campus 
and their research also showed that " ... the recorded level, of controlled drug offences 
on the campus ofHEis is very low and does not in any way reflect the ever increasing 
level of recorded drug offences in society in general (1998:63, emphasis added).92 An 
attempt was also made to identifY the types of drugs in use and whether drug use 
bothered other students. 
The data revealed that 241 respondents had been offered drugs at least once. The 
largest number of incidents took place in the student's home town/country with only 
13% of incidents taking place on University premises. Young white males were the 
group most likely to have been approached by someone selling drugs (21% of all male 
respondents had been approached at least once) and this was statistically significant. 
For incidents taking place on University premises the dealer was most likely to be a 
fellow student although in 12% of incidents the dealer was an outsider and in 16% of 
incidents the dealer was unknown to the student (and therefore possibly also an 
outsider). The incidents were most likely to have taken place in Hall or in the Union 
and the most commonly used drugs were Cannabis/Marijuana and this is consistent 
with findings from Campbell & Brycelands's (1998) study which found that Cannabis 
was the most widely used illicit drug. There was no evidence of any heroin or cocaine 
usage. The data on drug activity on University premises highlighted a number of 
implications. 
Firstly, it appears that the largest number of incidents were as a result of students 
trading drugs between themselves in the Union or in Halls. As with alcohol abuse 
discussed earlier, this provides a clear opportunity for the University and Union 
Management to develop a proactive drug awareness programme, perhaps in 
conjunction with the local police. 
asked ... "What factors do you think contributed to the offences taking place". No suggestions or 
£rompting were made in respective of alcohol use/abuse. 
2 Whilst many respondents acknowledged that the crime figures were not an accurate reflection of the 
true level of drug activity, a surprisingly large minority thought that they were. 
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Secondly, a sizeable minority of incidents took place when outsiders came on to the 
campus to sell drugs. This suggests a possible pattern which could be targeted in a 
joint police/security operation. 
And finally, perhaps of most interest is the clear evidence that crime victims are also 
much more likely to have been offered drugs. This linkage could be the subject of 
further research. 
Assessing students' fear of crime was also a sub-aim of the research. The data found 
that females are much more concerned than males about their safety, particularly after 
dark, and that many had taken deliberate avoiding action by either not going out at 
night at all, or by choosing to avoid certain locations, or ensuring that they did not go 
out alone. Female students were also much more likely to think that becoming a 
student had made them more prone to crime victimisation. The data also showed that 
Loughborough town was considered to be a much less safe place than the University 
campus, which may lead to students avoiding the town centre and hence the facilities 
therein. 
Students avoiding the town centre has implications for local businesses. lfthe 
existence of specific dangers can be established then they can be tackled by the 
Police, and rumours of dangers in Loughborough could be exposed as just that by a 
positive publicity campaign, perhaps under the auspices of Charnwood Borough 
Council or the Crime Prevention Panel. The concern that females have about safety at 
night on campus can be addressed by a number of crime prevention measures (e.g. 
improved lighting, 'safe' areas, security foot patrols) which have been discussed 
earlier. 
The research also sought details about the degree of under reporting of crime and 
related factors such as the victim's contribution to the offence taking place, 
perceptions of seriousness and any insurance aspects. What emerged was clear 
evidence that the majority of victims did not report the incident, although this survey 
found that 39.4% of victims had made a report, which is considerably higher than the 
18% found by Ong (1994). The largest number of reports were made to the Police 
with a quite large number (16% oftotal) being made to University staff(i.e. other 
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than security staff). The main reason given for non-reporting was that the incident was 
''minor", although data from Phase II showed that incidents may still go unreported 
even if the victim suffered personal injury. Phase II also confirmed that victims will 
not report incidents if they feel partly to blame, e.g. by being careless with their 
property, or if they do not intend claiming on any insurance. Perhaps the two main 
implications from these findings are that: 
(i) Official records of reported crime, whether it be from the Police or the 
Security Department, will grossly understate the level of actual crime. 
Additionally, as crimes that are reported to the Police may not be reported to 
the Security Department there is clearly a need for close liaison between these 
two organisations with particular emphasis on setting up a process which 
captures all crimes against students in Loughborough, even where these take 
place in rented housing or in pubs and clubs. 
(ii) The large number of reports made to members of University staff who 
typically might not expect to receive these may indicate a need for a staff 
awareness training programme. There was some evidence to suggest that 
students did not always receive the right advice when they first made their 
reports. 
Another sub-aim aim of the research was to canvas the views of students in respect of 
the effectiveness of existing crime prevention measures, and to obtain a list of 
recommended additional initiatives which they felt may be effective. As the data 
showed, a large number of the students had been the victims of a least one crime so 
they are clearly well placed to suggest what is working, and what isn't. 
By far the largest number of comments received were about the need for improved 
lighting. This not only related to on-campus but to Loughborough Town Centre as 
well. The next most important issue was seen to be providing an increase in security 
patrols and, as Phase II indicated, it was felt that these should be on foot rather than 
the mobile patrols which currently exist. Respondents also identified a specific 
campus pathway as being particularly dangerous because it was remote, poorly lit and 
had high hedges which provided potential hiding places. A number of comments were 
also made about not knowing how to report incidents to Security, or where the contact 
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points were. Campbell & Bryceland (1998) also found that respondents felt that the 
physical characteristics of the campus (e.g. isolated location, remote car parks, poor 
lighting) were the most important influence on personal safety, ahead of drug and 
alcohol use/misuse. The implications from these findings include the following: 
(i) There is clearly a perception that the lighting needs improving, both on 
campus and in Loughborough. As a first step both the University and the 
Borough Council could conduct light meter tests of the main areas frequented 
by students, and the access routes. These results could then be measured 
against standards set for Highway lighting and commercial zones. Where dark 
spots are identified positive action within budgetary constraints can be taken 
and on campus it may also be advisable to exceed recommended standards on 
some main pathways that are regularly frequented by students who might be 
walking alone late at night. 
(ii) A change to the style of security and police patrolling is also suggested. 
Students would much rather see foot patrols than the odd passing vehicle, and 
on campus they would like to know where the security contact points are as 
well as how to report an incident. Although the security department is actively 
involved in the Campus Watch and other initiatives, there is clearly scope for 
improved communications between security and the students. As mentioned 
earlier, this could include setting up safe points which are well lit, have a 
direct phone to the Control Room and are monitored by CCTV. It is also 
possible that whilst a lot of security advice is provided on induction, this gets 
submerged in all the other information that students receive in their first few 
weeks and by the time they get into their second year (as this survey group 
was) much of it has been forgotten. Perhaps refresher briefings and updates 
are called for. 
A further core aim of the research was to determine the nature and extent of any 
multiple victimisation and to examine if and how gender and/or ethnicity was a factor. 
The findings have been discussed in detail elsewhere, but to summarise: 
The multiple victimisation data supports that from other research which shows that a 
small proportion of victims suffer a disproportionately large share of the crimes. In 
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this survey, just 0.7% of the victim population (N = 731) accounted for 11.4% of the 
reported crime. The data also showed that 65% of victims who experience one crime 
go on to experience a second or greater number of victimisations. There was little 
difference in the prevalence rate for male and female respondents and ethnicity had 
little impact, with the exception of Chinese respondents who suffered a slightly lower 
rate than that for other ethnic groups. 
The implication from this data is that quick intervention once a crime is reported may 
prevent a subsequent victimisation. In cases of burglary, this intervention could take 
the form of an early visit by a crime prevention or security officer to assess 
weaknesses in physical security and then to have remedial building work or security 
devices fitted as quickly as possible. In respect of assault, the intervention could take 
the form of counselling to determine ifthe victim's lifestyle was a contributory factor, 
and avoidance techniques could be explained. 
A further sub-aim of the research was to ascertain whether students suffer a different 
level of victimisation to similar age groups within the general population. The 
Comparison with BCS data showed some similarities and some differences. 
Loughborough students experienced a broadly similar risk of having their car stolen, but 
a lower risk of having something stolen from it or having it vandalised. They also had a 
lower risk of having their bicycle stolen. The rates for assault and threats of violence 
were similar to the population as a whole. However, they had a much higher likelihood 
of suffering a burglary. 
The higher risk of burglary indicates a special vulnerability associated with being a 
student. As discussed elsewhere, this can be tackled by proactive policies by the 
University Housing Officer in conjunction with the security department and the police. 
This is a relatively low cost option which would offer significant benefits, both in terms 
of reducing the overall burglary rate as well as repeat victimisation. It should be given a 
high priority. 
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The findings also highlight a number of implications, some of which have already 
been discussed in the analyses of phases I and 2. 
Perhaps the most important is that it should demonstrate to the university authorities 
that there is a crime problem, both on and off campus. More than half of respondents 
have experienced at least one crime with 65% of those going on to experience further 
crimes. If safety on campus is a factor in a student's decision-making process when 
selecting a university then knowledge of a high crime rate may well be a disincentive. 
Although the degree to which this is a factor is unknown, a high profile crime 
prevention policy would serve to demonstrate that the university both cared about the 
issue and was prepared to do something about it. The management should also be 
concerned about the high level of under-reporting of crime as well as the poor use of 
the Sexual Harassment Advisor. There are implications here for a review of the role 
and accessibility of this post, as well as wider implications for the security service 
generally. There is clear evidence that victims face some difficulty in reporting 
incidents and a heightened publicity/advisory campaign might be appropriate. The 
installation of safety zones, the so-called "blue light areas" which have good lighting, 
a direct telephone line to security and CCTV should also be considered at selected 
sites on campus. Lighting generally also needs assessing as the light meter tests show 
an unacceptably low level in some vulnerable areas. 
Hot spot analysis consistently showed the Student Union as a crime generator, and 
alcohol as a causative factor in many incidents. However, given the concentration of 
young people in a relatively confined area with a number of bars it is not surprising 
that a good deal ofthe crime occurs here. The crimes include assault, car crime, and 
property thefts. In addition, the Student Union bars are open to outsiders and a 
number of young people from the nearby town often use the facilities. Hence those 
outsiders with criminal propensities have a suitable hunting ground. But as the data 
has shown, many of the offences have been committed by students on students, and 
alcohol has been a factor, so outsiders cannot take all of the blame. And if one looks 
at a hot spot as an area where even a small percentage reduction in crime delivers a 
large overall drop in the incidence of crime, then where resources are limited, 
targeting crime reduction initiatives at these areas (i.e. the Union) makes sense. It is 
merely applying the grease to the squeak. 
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Thus there is scope here for the university management and the Student Union to 
work together to tackle this issue. Some focus on excessive alcohol consumption is 
also appropriate, perhaps stressing the health aspects which might strike a chord in a 
university dedicated to sporting achievements. Bar managers also need training and 
some clear guidance on what are acceptable levels of alcohol consumption. It is not 
known if bar staff are paid partly according to turnover/profitability, but if this is the 
case then it should be reviewed. 
The data also highlighted specific heightened risks associated with females moving 
around on their own on campus and in bars, and with student housing. A balance 
needs to be struck in providing guidance to single female students without becoming 
alarmist, and those in authority (e.g. bar mangers and security staff) should be trained 
to keep a special watch on those who appeared to be on their own. The advice to 
students should be a continual process and not just limited to 'freshers' who are 
inundated with information during the first few weeks. With regard to housing, there 
is clearly a role for the Housing Officer to enforce a base-level of security from 
landlords, and to ensure that follow-up action and improvements are carried out. 
By reference to the core aims of the survey the summary above provides a high level 
over-view of the nature and scale of crime victimisation at Loughborough University. 
Perhaps of most surprise was the large numbers of students who had experienced at 
least one crime in the survey period, albeit the crime may have been a relatively minor 
one. Considering that this represented only about a third of the students' time whilst 
studying for a degree it is interesting to speculate on the crime victimisation rate for 
the full 3 year period, and how close to 100% would the figure come? And for those 
who manage to escape victimisation, how did they do it, or was it just luck? 
It is also worth reminding oneself that the data relates to crimes experienced in the main 
by young people. The figures measure the extent and nature of the crime- they do not 
measure the trauma and long term effect. They also do not measure the degree to which 
the crime affects the individual's overall assessment of the time which they spent at 
university. At the outset it was noted that there had been very few surveys on student 
crime victimisation, and little published about students' experiences of crime whilst 
266 
studying at university. This survey found a great willingness on the part of students to 
reveal what had happened to them, and to express their hopes and fears about the crime 
around them. It is hoped that this survey will add to the body ofknowledge on this topic 
and provoke other researchers to drill down in more depth into some of the issues raised 
herein. 
267 
6. REFERENCES 
Anderson D., (1995), Biting Back: Tackling Repeat Burglary and Car Crime, 
Crime Prevention Unit Series (CPU) Paper 58, HMSO, London 
Atkins R., (1991) The Influence of Street lighting on the Fear of Crime, CPU 
Paper 28, HMSO, London 
Bean P., (1980), Compulsory Admissions to Mental Hospitals, John Wiley, 
Chichester 
Bennett T., (1986), "Situational Crime Prevention from the Offender's Perspective" in 
Situational Crime Prevention, Heal and Laycock (eds.), Home I Office Research & 
Planning Unit, HMSO, London, pp 41-53 
Blalock H. and Blalock A., (1968), Methodology in Social Research, 1968, 
McGraw-Hill, New York 
Brantingham P., Brantingham P. and Seagrave J., (1995), "Crime and the Fear of 
Crime at a Canadian University" in Campus Crime: Legal, Social and Policy 
Perspectives, Fisher B. and Sloan III J., (eds.), Charles C. Thomas, Illinois, USA, pp 
123-155 
Bridgeman C. and Sampson A., (1994), Wise After the Event: Tackling Repeat 
Victimisation, Home Office police Research Group, HMSO, London 
Bridgeman C., (1996), Crime Risk Management, CPU Paper 70, HMSO, London 
Bridgeman C. and Hobbs !., (1997), Preventing Repeat Victimisation: the Police 
Officers' Guide, Home Office Policy Directorate, HMSO, London 
British Crime Survey: 1994 User Guide, The Data Archive, University of Essex, 
HMSO 
Brown B., (1995), CCTV in Town Centres: Three Case Studies, CPU Paper 68, 
HMSO, London 
Campbell K. and Bryceland C., (1998), Policing the Campus: Providing a Safe and 
Secure Environment, Home Office Police Research Group, HMSO, London 
Chenery S., Holt I. and Pease K., (1997), Biting Back 11: Reducing Repeat 
Victimisation in Huddersfield, CPU Paper 82, HMSO, London 
Clarke R. and Mayhew P., (1980), Designing Out Crime, Home Office Research 
Unit, HMSO, London 
Coleman C. and Moynihan J., (1996), Understanding Crime Data, Open University 
Press, Buckingham, UK. 
Cramer D., (1994), Introducing Statistics for Social Research, Routledge, London 
268 
Crewe T.D., (1991), Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design, 
Heinemman, Boston 
Curran D. and Renzetti C., (1994), Theories of Crime, Allyn and Bacon, Boston 
Downes D. and Rock P., (1995), Understanding Deviance, Clarendon Press, Oxford 
Durkheim,E., (1933), The Division ofLabor in Society, MacMillan, Toronto, 
Canada. 
Farrell G. and Pease K., (1993), Once Bitten, Twice Bitten: Repeat Victimisation 
and its Implication for Crime Prevention, CPU Paper 46, HMSO, London 
Felson M., (1996), "Preventing Retail theft: an Application of Environmental 
Criminology" in Security Journal, Vol17, No 1, pp 71-75 
Femandez A. and Lizotte A., (1995), "An Analysis of the Relationship Between 
Campus Crime and Community Crime: Reciprocal Effects?" in Campus Crime: 
Legal, Social and Policy Perspectives, Fisher B. and Sloan Ill J., ( eds.), Charles C. 
Thomas, Illinois, USA, pp 79-102 
Fisher B., Sloan J., and Wilkins, (1995), "Fear of Crime and Perceived Risk of 
Victimisation in an Urban University Setting" in Campus Crime: Legal, Social and 
Policy Perspectives, Fisher B. and Sloan Ill J., ( eds.), Charles C. Thomas, Illinois, 
USA, pp 179-209 
Fisher B. and Sloan Ill J., (1995) "Campus Crime: Legal, Social and Policy 
Perspectives" in Campus Crime: Legal, Social and Policy Perspectives, Fisher B. 
and Sloan Ill J., (eds.), Charles C. Thomas, Illinois, USA, pp 3-19 
Fisher B., Sloan J., Cullen F. and Chunrneng Lui, (1998), "Crime in the Ivory Tower: 
The Level and Sources of Student Victimisation" in Criminology, Vol36, No.3, pp 
671-710 
Fisher B, (1999), "Reducing Crime and Fear of Victimisation on College and 
University Campuses, with Implications for Business and Industrial Parks", in 
Reducing Crime Through Real Estate Development and Management, Felson M. 
and Peiser R. (eds), Urban Land Institute, Washington 
Fisher B., and Bromley M., (forthcoming), "Campus Policing and Victim Services", 
to be published in Policing and Victims 2000, Moriarty L. ( ed.), Prentice-Hall Inc., 
USA 
Forrester D., Chatterrton M., Pease K. and Brown R., (1988), _The Kirkholt 
Burglary Prevention Project, Rochdale, CPU Paper 13, HMSO, London 
Forrester D., Chatterrton M., Pease K., (1990), The Kirkholt Burglary Prevention 
Project: Phase 11, CPU Paper 23, HMSO, London 
269 
Gough M., (1995), Anxiety About Crime: Findings from the 1994 British Crime 
Survey, HMSO, London 
Gunter B., (1987), "Television and Perceptions of Crime: The British Experience" in 
Crime and the Media, (1995), Ericson R., Dartmouth, Aldershot, pp 249-271 
Hough, M and Mayhew, (1983), The British Crime Survey, HMSO, London 
Jeffrey C. Ray., (1971), Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design, Sage, 
London 
Jupp V., (1989), Methods of Criminological Research, Routledge, London. 
Kidder L., (1981), Research Methods in Social Relations, Holt, Rinehart and 
Winston, New York 
LabS., (1997), Crime Prevention: Approaches, Practices and Evaluations, 3'd 
edition, Anderson, Ohio 
LloydS., (1994), Preventing Repeated Domestic Violence: A Demonstration 
Project on Merseyside, CPU Paper 49, HMSO, London 
Lukes S. and Scull A., (1983), Dnrkheim and the Law, Martin Robertston, Oxford 
Ottens A & Hotelling K, (2000), Sexual Violence on Campus, Springer Publishing 
Co., USA 
Maung N, (1995), "Survey design and interpretation of the British Crime Survey" in 
Interpreting Crime Statistics, Walker M. ( ed. ), Clarendon Press, Oxford, pp 207-
227 
Maxfield M. G., (1984), Fear of Crime in England and Wales, HMSO, London 
Maxfield M. and Babbie E., (1995), Research Methods for Criminal Justice, 
Wadsworth, Belrnont, USA 
Mayhew P., Elliot D. and L.Dowds L., (1989), The 1988 British Crime Survey, 
HMSO, London 
Mayhew P., Aye Maung N. and Mirrlees-Black C, (1993), The 1992 British Crime 
Survey, HMSO, London 
Mayhew P., Mirrlees-Black C. and Aye Maung N., (1994), Trends in Crime: 
Findings from the 1994 British Crime Survey, HMSO, London 
Mayhew P., Percy A. and Mirrlees-Black C, (1996), The 1996 British Crime 
Survey, Home Office Statistical Bulletin 19/96, HMSO, London 
McCrae S., (1994), Drawing Inferences from Statistical Data, The British 
Psychology Society Open Learning Units (Unit 3), Leicester, UK 
270 
Mirrless-Black C. and Alien J., (1998), Concern about Crime: findings from the 
1998 British Crime Survey, HMSO, London 
Morley R. and Mullender A., (1994), Preventing Domestic Violence to Women, 
CPU Paper 48, HMSO, London 
Newman 0., (1972), Defensible Space, Architectural Press, London 
O'Brien R., (1985), Crime and Victimization Data, Law & Criminal Justice Series 
Vo14,Sage,London 
Ong Yap-Su, (1994), Loughborough University Campus Crime Survey- Pilot 
Study, unpublished MSc thesis, Loughborough University 
Palmer C., (1993), Violent Crimes and Victimisation in Residential Halls, College 
Adminstration Publications, USA 
Pease K., (1994), "Crime Prevention" in The Oxford Handbook of Criminology, 
Maguire M., Morgan R. and Reiner R. (eds.), Clarendon Press, Oxford 
Pease K., (1998), Repeat Victimisation:Taking Stock, HMSO, London 
Perring T., (1995), Fear of Crime on the London Underground: CCTV and the 
Physical Environment, Unpublished MSc thesis, University of Surrey 
Povey D., Prime J. and Taylor P., (1997), Notifiable Offences: England and Wales 
1996, Home Office Statistical Bulletin 3/97, HMSO, London 
Powell J.W., (1981), Campus Security and Law Enforcement, Butterworth, 
Boston 
Prins H.A., (1982), Criminal Behaviour: an introduction to Criminology and the 
Penal System, Tavistock, London 
Reiner R., (1984), "Crime, Law and Deviance" in Durkheim and Modern 
Sociology, Fenton S., Cambridge University Press 
Roshier B., (1989), Controlling Crime, Open University Press, Milton Keynes 
Sampson A. and Phillips C., (1992), Multiple Victimisation: Racial Attacks on an 
East London Estate, CPU Paper 36, HMSO, London 
SchlesingerP., (1991), "The Media, Politics of Crime and Criminal Justice" in Crime 
and the Media, (1995), Ericson R., Dartmouth, Aldershot, pp 95-118 
Silverman R.A., (1974), "Victim Precipitation: An Examination of the Concept" in 
Victimology: A New Focus, Drapkin I. and Viano E. (eds.), Vol1, Heath & Co., 
Massachusetts 
271 
Skogan W., (1994), Contacts between Police and Public: findings from the 1992 
British Crime Survey, Home Office Research Study No. 134, HMSO, London 
Sparks R., (1995), "Television, dramatization and the fear of crime" in Crime and 
the Media, Ericson R., Dartmouth, Aldershot, pp 273-296 
Sparks R., Genn H. and Dodd D., (1977), Surveying Victims, John Wiley, Chichester 
Spitzer S., (1993), "Toward a Marxian Theory of Deviance" in Criminology Theory, 
Williams P. and McShane M., (eds.), Anderson, Cincinnati, USA 
Tasler G., (1972), "Situational Crime Control and Rational Choice: A Critique" in 
Situational Crime Prevention: From Theory into Practice, Heal K. and Laycock 
G. (eds.), HMSO, London 
Taylor I, Walton P. and Young J., (1973), The New Criminology: for a Social 
Theory of Deviance, Routledge and Kegan Paul, London 
Taylor R., (1994), Research Methods in Criminal Justice, McGraw-Hill, New York 
ThresherS., (1995), A Victim Survey to ascertain whether Loughborough 
University students are fully aware of the extent and nature of crimes affecting 
the student body, and of the full range of Situational Crime Prevention 
Techniques employed by Campus Security, unpublished MSc thesis, 
Loughborough University 
Tilley N., (1993), The Prevention of Crime Against Small Businesses: the Safer 
Cities Experience, CPU Paper 45, HMSO, London 
Tilley N., (1993), After Kirkholt- Theory, Method and Results of Replication 
Evaluations, CPU Paper 47, HMSO, London 
Tilley N., (1995), Thinking About Crime Prevention Performance Indicators, 
CPU Paper 57, HMSO, London 
Walker N., (1987), Crime and Criminology, Oxford University Press, Oxford. 
Whittaker L., (1994), Campus Violence: Kinds, Causes and Cures, Haworth Pr., 
USA. 
272 
7. APPENDICES 
Appendix 1 
Appendix2 
Appendix 3 
Appendix4 
Appendix 5 
Appendix 6 
Appendix 7 
Appendix 8 
Appendix 9 
Appendix 10 -
Appendix 11 -
LIST OF APPENCICES 
Campus guide 
Crimes per full time student 
Phase 1 questionnaire 
Letter signed by Vice Chancellor and Student Union President 
Letter from Prof. Sue Cox to Heads of Departments 
Letter explaining the need for follow-up 
Phase 2 questionnaire 
Letter to Phase 2 selected respondent 
Letter to Hall Wardens seeking assistance 
Data interpretation 
Light meter test results 
273 
APPENDIX! 
KEY 
p car Parking 
• 
• Uft• 
Key to the visitors' guide 
Main Entrance 
EpiM!Way 
Administration 
Main EnqWrfM 14 
Academic Registry !11 
Audio Visual 5ervices 20 
AVS Print Unit 43 
Bursar, Re&lsttar, VIce-Chancellor 14 
Cateers Service 43 
Communications and Publicity Office 44 
Computlrc Serviees 32 
Conference Office 18 
Estates Ofganisatlon 41 
External Relations iW1d Alurnni 30 
Health and Safety Office 17 
Loughborough Consultants Ltd 78 
Mailroom 43 
Payments Office 
Pfiaonnel Department 
Purchaslfll Office 
Residential Organl1atlon 
Security Office 
Statf Development 
Student Grants, Recorda and 
AdmiSSiOM 
University Council Chamber 
Departments 
55 
55 
44 
.. 
3 
.. 
.. 
.. 
Aeronautical and Automotive Ena;loeeling aod 
Transport Studies 39 
Business School 34 
Centre for Hazard and Risk 
Management 
Chemical Engineering 
Chemistry 
Civil and Building Engineering 
Computer Studies 
Design and Technology 
Economics 
Ectucatlon 
Electronic and Electrical En&lneerlnc 
Engineering Design Institute 
English and Drama 
European Studies 
...,,...., 
.. 
88,87 
40,46 
77,80 
32 
20 
33 
18 
82 
78 
• 34 
••• 
Human Sciences 
Information and Ubl'ary Studies 
Management Development Centre 
Manufacturing Engineering 
Mathematical Sciences 
Mechanical Englneellng 
Physical Education, Sports Science and 
Recreation Management 
Physics 
Polymer Technology and Matarlals 
14,34 
74 
30 
35,41 
84 
11 
13 
.. 
Engineering 85, 88, 87 
Social Sciences 33. 34 
Water, Engineering and Development Ceritre 79 
Halls of Residence 
Butler Court 
Cayley 
Oavld Collett 
Elvyn Richards 
Falkner and Egglngton Courts 
Faraday 
The Grove 
Harry French Court 
HazterlU I Rutland 
The Holt 
John Phllllps Court 
Mumford 
Royce 
Rutherford 
Telford 
Towers 
Whitworth Building 
Willlarn Morris 
Catering and Dining 
Charnwood Room 
7 
11 
78 
71 
38 
72 
2 
1 
30,31 
37 
25 
62 
.. 
.. 
•• 15 
•• 26 
44 
Bradgate Bar and Restaurant 44 
Edward Harbert Bar 44 
Elvyn Rlchards Bar and Olnlllf: Room 73 
Unford Restaurant 44 
FatadayfRoyce Dining Room 87 
Martin Hall Bar 8 
Rutherford/Cayley Dining Room 80 
Students• Union 24 
Talford Dlnln& Room 68 
Towers Dlnln& and Functions Room 18 
Univef$1ty Guest House 88 
Student Services 
Careers Service 
Chaplaincy 
Counselling Service 
English Language Study Unit 
Medical Centre 
Oversees Students' Programme 
Residential Organisation 
Student Accommodation Services 
Students' Union 
Sports Facllltlea 
Basketball/Badminton 
Den Maskell Termis Centre 
North Gym 
PE Centre 
Sauna 
Sports Hall 
Stadium Pavilion 
Squash Courts 
Swimming Pools 
Victory Hall 
other Facilities 
.Bullei&IJ Court Conference Centre 
Arts Centra 
Dance Studio 
G Block Lecture Theatres 
James France Lecture Theatres 
Launderettes 
Manzoni Lecture Theatres 
Martin Hall Theatre 
Mumford Arts Centre 
Music Centre 
Nursery 
Pllkington Library 
Angela Matmont Renewable 
Energy Laboratory 
Shops and Banks 
.. 
44 
47 
47 
57 
47 
.. 
•• 24 
44 
• 22 
23 
44 
4 
29 
.. 
4,63 
• 
75 
u 
12 4' 
.. 
27,44 
43 
• ., 
u 
21 
7< 
., 
24, 27, 44, 6E 
APPENDIX2 
Fulltime 
Year Crimes Students Crime per fulltime student 
83 329 5000 0.07 
84 342 5232 0.07 
85 340 5104 0.07 
86 305 5345 0.06 
87 307 5210 0.06 
88 396 5403 0.07 
89 391 5347 0.07 
90 517 5614 0.09 
91 571 5936 0.10 
92 527 6980 0.08 
93 463 7789 0.06 
94 461 8396 0.05 
95 459 8573 0.05 
96 414 8587 0.05 
97 426 8789 0.05 
APPENDIX3 
CONFIDENTIAL 
Q/naire No1 .. 4 .. 0 1 
STUDENT CRIME VICTIMISATION SURVEY 
Name:.................................................................... . ............................................................ Sex: ................. . 
Undergraduate course: 
................................................................................................................ Department: ........................................... . 
Age: .................................... . Date of Birth: ................................ . 
Ethnic group- please circle one of the following: 
1. Black Nrican 4. Bangladeshi 7. Chinese 9. White 
2. Black Caribbean 5. Indian 8. Asian other 10. White other 
3. Black other 6. Pakistani 
(If you have circled one of the 'other' categories please specify how you would describe your ethnic 
group: ........................................................ ) 
Term-time 
address: ..................................................................................................................................................................... . 
··•·······••···•·•·•··•··········································•···•···················••····························•···················•···················•···•····•··•··• 
Post Code~............................ Tel.No ....................................................... .. 
Home town (UK students) : ................................................................ .. 
Home country (Overseas students): ....................................................... .. 
Since the 1st January 1994 how many months (approximately) have you spent living at the following 
types of residence: 
Hall of residence .......... months 
Rented house/flat/lodgings .......... months 
Family home .......... months 
Other (specify ............ ) .......... months 
IF YOU TAKE TIUS QUESTIONNAIRE AWAY WITH YOU 
•PLEASE DETACH THIS PAGE AND RETURN TO THE RESEARCHER• 
THIS CONFIRMS TIIAT YOU HAVE RECEIVED A QUESTIONNAIRE 
CONFIDENTIAL 
1401 
Questionnaire no: ......... .. 
INSTRUCTIONS: Please enter today's date: ................... . 
* 
* 
* 
* 
This survey covers only those crimes which occurred in the past 13 
months i.e. from 1st January 1994 up to today. 
Please try to answer all the questions as accurately as possible. All 
the information you provide will be treated in the strictest 
confidence. 
The term 'University premises' is used below to mean any 
teaching, accommodation or leisure facility which is part of the 
University, including Student Union premises. 
Enter the number of times the offence occurred for each location in 
the right-hand column. If you have not been the victim of a 
particular offence in a given location then state 'nil' 
If you take this Questionnaire away with you please return it in the 
attached envelope via the internal mail. The sealed envelope can 
be handed to your Departmental Administrative Assistant or to the 
Student Union. 
VEHICLE AND BICYCLE CRIMES 
The following questions refer not only to motor vehicles and bicycles which you owned but al~ any fo.r whi~h 
you were responsible (e.g. hire vehicles, borrowed cycles). If you did not have the use of a vehicle or bicycle !0 
the past 13 months please enter 'N/ A' (not applicable). 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
Since the 1st January 1994 have you had a car, van, 
motorcycle or any other vehicle which has been 
stolen or driven away without permission? 
(How many times?) 
How many times was the vehicle(s) recovered? 
And (apart from this) in the time since 
1st January 1994 have you had anything 
stolen off a vehicle or out of it, i.e. parts of 
the vehicle, personal possessions or other 
things? (How many times 7) 
How many times was any of the property recovered? 
And (apart from this) have you had a 
vehicle which has been tampered with or 
damaged by vandals or persons attempting 
to steal? (How many times?) 
Since the 1st January 1994 have you had 
a bicvcle stolen? (How many times?) 
How many times was the bicycle recovered? 
How many of the incidents in 1-4 were covered 
by insurance? 
CRIMES AROUND ANY PLACES YOU HAVE LIVED 
LOCATION How many times? 
University premises 
Elsewhere in Loughborough 
Your home town/ country 
Other place 
University premises 
Elsewhere in L/boro 
Home town/country 
Other place 
University premises 
Elsewhere in L/boro 
Home town/country 
Other place 
University premises 
Elsewhere in L/boro 
Home town/country 
Other place 
[ 1 1 
[ 2 1 
[ 3 1 
[ 4 I 
[ 5 I 
[ 1 1 
l 2 I 
[ 3 1 
[ 4 1 
l 5 I 
l 1 I 
l 2 I 
l 3 I 
l 4 I 
l 1 I 
[ 2 I 
[ 3 1 
[ 4 I 
[ 5 I 
[ 1 1 
Crimes which occurred at your student accommodation during the vacation, when you may not have been present, 
should be included. 
N.B.IF A SINGLE INCIDENT INVOLVED MORE THAN ONE CRIME E.G. THEFT WITH VIOLENCE, BOTH 
OFFENCES SHOULD BE CODED BUT ALSO CROSS-REFERENCED WITH ONE ANOTHER. IN CASE OF 
THEFT WITH VIOLENCE YOU SHOULD PUT "X-REF Q19" IN Q6 AND THE 01 POSITE IN QUESTION 19. 
6. Since 1st January 1994 did anyone try to 
enter, without permission, premises where 
you were staying and steal or try to steal 
anything which belonged to you? 
(How many times?) 
Hall of residence 
Rented house/ flat 
Family home 
Other place 
[ 1 1 
[ 2 1 
[ 3 1 
[ 4 I 
7. (Apart from this) did anyone enter,with 
out permission, a house/flat where you were 
staying and cause damage to your belongings? 
(How many times?) 
8. (Apart from this) in that time have you 
had any evidence that someone tried to get 
in without permission to steal or to cause 
damage to your belongings? (How many times?) 
9. (Apart from this) in that time was anything 
else of yours stolen from your house/flat? 
(How many times?) 
10. Since the 1st January 1994 have you ever 
had your milk stolen from outside a house/ 
flat where you were staying? 
(How many times?) 
11. (Apart from anything else you have already 
noted) in this time has anything else of 
yours been stolen from outside a house/ 
flat where you were staying from the 
doorstep, garden or garage? (How many times?) 
12. And again (apart from anything else you 
have already noted) in that time did anyone 
deliberate!)! deface or do damage to a house 
l:flat where you were staJ!!ng or to an)!thing 
outside of it that belonged to you? 
(How many times?) 
CRIMES AGAINST YOU PERSONALLY 
13. 
14. 
Since 1st January 1994, have you had an)!thing 
J!OU were carrying stolen out of your hands, 
pockets, bag or case? 
(How many times?) 
If on campus, please specify area(s) 
(Apart from this), in that time has 
anyone tried to steal something you were 
carrying out or your hands, pockets, bag 
or case? (How many times?) 
If on campus, please specify area(s) 
Hall of residence 
Rented house/flat 
Family home 
Other place 
Hall of residence 
Rented house/flat 
Family home 
Other place 
Hall of residence 
Rented house/flat 
Family home 
Other place 
Hall of residence 
Rented house/flat 
Family home 
Other place 
Hall of residence 
Rented house/flat 
Family home 
Other place 
Hall of residence 
Rented house/flat 
Family home 
Other place 
University premises 
Elsewhere in L/boro 
Home town/country 
Other place 
University premises 
Elsewhe in L/boro 
Home town/country 
Other place 
How many times? 
[ 1 I 
I 2 I 
I 3 I 
I 4 I 
[ 1 I 
I 2 I 
[ 3 I 
[ 4 I 
I 1 I 
[ 2 I 
I 3 I 
[ 4 I 
[ I I 
[ 2 I 
I 3 I 
[ 4 I 
[ I I 
[ 2 I 
[ 3 I 
[ 4 I 
I 1 I 
I 2 I 
[ 3 I 
[ 4 I 
I I I 
I 2 I 
I 3 I 
[ 4 I 
I I I 
I 2 I 
I 3 I 
I 4 I 
IS. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
(Apart from this), have you had 
anything stolen from a cloakroom, office, 
car or anywhere else you left it? 
(How many times?) 
If on campus, please specify area(s) 
'(Apart from this), in this time has 
anything else of yours been damaged or 
tampered with by vandals or people out 
to steal? (How many times?) 
If on campus, please specify area(s) 
Since the 1st January 1994 has anyone caused 
you to take any drug or alcohol without your 
knowledge? 
(How many times?) 
Since 1st January 1994 have you received 
an offensive, threatening or obscene 
telephone call? 
(How many times?) 
(Apart from anything else you have already 
noted) since 1st January 1994 has anyone, 
including people you know very well, 
deliberately hit you with their fists or a wearon 
of any sort, kicked you or used force or 
violence in any other way? (How many times?) 
If on campus, please specify area(s) 
And in this time, has anyone threatened to 
use force or violence on you in any way that 
actually frightened you? (How many times?) 
If on campus, please specify area(s) 
Since 1st January 1994 have you been sexually 
interfered with (ie touched), assaulted or 
attacked, either by someone you knew or by a 
stranger? (How many times?) 
If on campus, please specify area(s) 
University premises 
Elsewhere in L/boro 
Home town/country 
Other place 
University premises 
Elsewhere in L/boro 
Home town/country 
Other place 
University premises 
Elsewhere in L/boro 
Home town/country 
Other place 
University premises 
Elsewhere in L/boro 
Home town/country 
Other place 
University premises 
Elsewhere in L/boro 
Home/town country 
Other place 
University premises 
Elsewhere in L/boro 
Home town/country 
Other place 
University premises 
Elsewhere in L/boro 
Home town/country 
Other place 
How many times? 
I 1 I 
I 2 I 
I 3 I 
I 4 I 
I 1 I 
[ 2 1 
[ 3 1 
[ 4 1 
[ 1 1 
[ 2 1 
[ 3 1 
[ 4 1 
[ 1 1 
[ 2 1 
[ 3 1 
[ 4 1 
[ 1 1 
[ 2 1 
[ 3 1 
[ 4 1 
[ 1 1 
[ 2 1 
[ 3 1 
[ 4 1 
[ 1 1 
[ 2 1 
I 3 I 
[ 4 1 
22. 
23. 
Since 1st January 1994 has anyone indecently 
exposed him/herself to you? 
(How many times?) 
If on campus, please specify arca(s) 
In the 13/14 months since 1st January 1994 
have you been the victim of any other crime 
which was not mentioned above? (Include any 
incident which you think £Q!!lQ have been a 
crime). (How many times?) 
Please specify the nature of the incident(sl: 
24. What factors do you think contributed to the 
25. 
crime or incident mentioned in 1-23? (e.g. inadequate 
lighting, isolated location, etc.) 
Did you report any of the crimes or incidents 
mentioned in 1-23? (How many times?) 
26. If you did not report any of the incidents 
please explain why: 
University premises 
Elsewhere in L/boro 
Home town/ country 
Other place 
University premises 
Elsewhere in L/boro 
Home town/country 
Other place 
To the Police 
To Security Staff 
How many times? 
To a member of the University ....... 
To anyone else (specify) 
l 1 J 
l 2 J 
l 3 J 
l 4 J 
! 1 I 
! 2 I 
! 3 I 
! 4 I 
! 1 I 
! 2 I 
! 3 I 
! 4 I 
SEXUAL AND RACIAL HARASSMENT (i.e. !!Q.Lsexual assault or indecent exposure) 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
Arc you aware that the University has a 
Sexual Harassment Advisor? (please circle) 
(Excluding anything you noted in Q.21) since 
1st January 1994 have you been the victim of 
sexual .. ,,arassment? (How many times?) 
Did you report any of the incidents to the 
Sexual Harassment Advisor? (please circle) 
(Including anything you may have already 
noted), since 1st January 1994 have you been 
the victim of any incident which you believe 
was racially motivated? (How many times?) 
DRUG ABUSE 
31. Has anyone ever sold or attempted to 
sell you drugs? (How many times?) 
32. If you were approached on campus, was 
the person: (please circle) 
a) Student at L/borough University 
b) Student from elsewhere in L/boro 
c) Someone from outside campus 
d) Don't know 
e) Rather not say 
33. Do you think that drug (not alcohol) abuse 
is common on campus? (please circle) 
34. Are drugs freely available on campus? (please circle) 
University premises 
Elsewhere in L/boro 
Home town/country 
Other place 
University premises 
Elsewhere in L/boro 
Home town/ country 
Other place 
University premises 
Elsewhere in L/boro 
Home town/country 
Other place 
35. Does drug abuse by other students bother you? (please circle) 
How many times? 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
No 
I I I 
12 I 
I I I 
I 2 I 
13 I 
I 4 I 
I I I 
I 2 I 
I 1 I 
12 I 
I 3 I 
I 4 I 
I 1 I 
I 2 I 
I 3 I 
I 4 I 
I 1 I 
I 2 I 
I 3 I 
I 4 I 
I 5 I 
I 1 I 
I 2 I 
I 1 I 
I 2 I 
I 1 I 
I 2 I 
ATIITUDES TO CRIME 
36. Please complete the grid below concerning how safe you would feel if you were alone in the 
following locations. Please circle the appropriate number using the codes shown hereunder: 
CODES:· 1 = very safe 2 = fairly safe 3 = a bit unsafe 4 = very unsafe 
LOCATION DAYLIGHT DARKNESS 
University premises 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 
Elsewhere in 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 
Loughborough 
Home town/country 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 
37. Please complete the grid below concerning how worried you are about being the victim of the fol!owing 
crimes. Please circle the appropriate number using the codes shown hereunder: 
CODES:· 1 a very worried 2 = fairly worried 
4 = not worried 5 = don't know 
• = Did not have the use of a car 
3 = not very worried 
6 = N/A" 
CRIME UNIVERSITY ELSEWHERE IN HOMETOWN/ 
PREMISES LOUGHBOROUGH COUNTRY 
Being physically 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
assaulted 4 5 6 4 5 6 4 5 6 
Being mugged and 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
robbed 4 5 6 4 5 6 4 5 6 
Having a car stolen 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
4 5 6 4 5 6 4 5 6 
Having things stolen 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
from a car 4 5 6 4 5 6 4 5 6 
Being sexual! y 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
assaulted 4 5 6 4 5 6 4 5 6 
38. Since you first became a student at the University do you feel any differently abut the risk of being a 
victim of crime? Please circle one of the following: 
• LESS LIKELY • MORE UKELY • NO DIFFERENCE 
Please explain why this is: 
39. Since you first became a student at the University have you changed any aspect of your 
behaviour /lifestyle out of a concern over being the victim of crime? Please circle one of the following: 
• YES • NO 
If your answer was 'yes', please explain how your rehaviour /lifestyle has changed: 
40. If you have any views about crime in Loughborough, in terms of students, crime prevention, victim 
support, this survey, or any other matter which you believe to be important, these would be most valued: 
By completing and returning this questionnaire you will be contributing to a very important study of student 
crime victimisation. We would like to thank you in anticipation of your help. If you have any questions regarding 
this survey please feel free to ring:-
Chris Home 
Centre for Hazard and Risk Management 
Loughborough University of Technology 
LOUGHBOROUGH, Leics. LEll 3TU. 
Tel: 01509 222165 
VERY MANY THANKS FOR YOUR HELP 
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
APPENDIX4 
January 1995 
Dear Student, 
Campus Crime Survey 
Loughborouglz Uni<_,ersity of Tcclznology 
LOUGflllOROUGH, LEICESTERSHIRE, LE11 3TU 
Telephone: 0309 263171 Tele" 34319 
The University has a responsibility for both the personal and academic welfare of all 
who study here. As part of this responsibility the University is constantly monitoring 
and assessing measures for improving the quality of life for students both on and off 
campus. 
One of the foremost areas of concern is that of crime prevention and steps are already 
well advanced to improve security on campus. As an adjunct to this the University is 
supporting research to establish the nature and extent of crimes committed against 
students. 
The survey consists of a self-completion questionnaire which is being given to all 
second year students. In the second stage a small sample of students will be asked to 
take part in short interviews concerning their views and experiences of crime over the 
past 13 months. The research is being conducted by Chris Home from the Centre for 
Hazard and Risk Management (CHaRM). 
All the data will be held off campus and no-one other than the researchers will have 
access to the data. On completion of the project all the data will be destroyed. Findings 
from the survey will be used as the basis of an anonymised report to the University 
and for an article in an academic journal. 
This survey will make a major contribution towards the University's ongoing crime 
prevention work and your participation would be greatly valued. 
Yours sincerely, 
Vice-Chancellor President of the Students' Union 
APPENDIXS 
Centre for Hazard and Risk Management 
To: Heads of Department 
From: Prof. Sue Cox 
Extn: 2157 
Date: 21 December, 1994. 
Student Crime Victimisation Survey 
Our department will be commencing a survey of Student Crime Victimisation next term. 
The survey is being jointly sponsored by CHaRM, The School of Education and 
Humanities and LUT and has the support of the Students' Union and the Vice-Chancellor. 
The study involves the distribution of questionnaires to all second year students with 
follow-up interviews commencing after Easter. 
The field work will be conducted by Chris Horne who will visit lectures in January and 
February to distribute the questionnaires. 
In order to obtain a high level of response it would be most helpful if students could be 
given a few minutes to complete the questionnaires at the start of the lecture and then 
return them immediately to Chris. The cooperation of your department in this respect will 
be much appreciated. 
If you or your staff have any queries about the questionnaire please contact Chris Horne 
direct on Extn. 2165. 
(Sue Cox) 
cc. Deans 
Registrar 
APPENDIX6 
Loughborough University of Technology 
Centre for Hazard & Risk Management 
May 1995 
Dear Student, 
STUDENT CRIME SURVEY 
You may be aware that last term this department embarked upon a student crime 
victimisation survey. The survey involved distributing questionnaires in lectures to all second 
year students. So far over 1200 completed questionnaires have been returned. The 
questionnaire is primarily concerned with the nature and extent of crime experienced by 
students in a standard 13 month period. Further details of the survey and the survey 
questionnaire itself are attached. 
Our records show that we have not yet received a questionnaire from you. This may be 
because you were not at a lecture when the questionnaire was distributed, or that you have 
not yet completed and returned the forms. As a small number of anonymous returns were 
received it may also be that yours was one of these. If you have not yet completed a 
questionnaire I would be extremely grateful if you could take a little time to do so and then 
return the enclosed survey questionnaire in the envelope provided via the internal mail 
system. Please answer in relation to crimes that you were the victim of between 1 January 
1994 and 31 January 1995. Your participation will be much appreciated and any information 
that you provide will be treated in the strictest confidence. 
If you have any queries regarding this survey the please feel free to ring me on Extension 
2165. 
Yours sincerely, 
( Chris J. Home ) 
Lecturer 
After reading the questionnaire, in relation to the 13 month survey period, which of the 
following categories do you place yourself in (circle one): 
• victim of crime & completing the questionnaire 
• not a victim of crime & completing the questionnaire 
• victim of crime & not completing the questionnaire 
• not a victim of crime & not completing the questionnaire 
• have already completed the questionnaire anonymously 
(NB - please return this letter either with or without the questionnaire - 1HANKS!) 
Telephone: (015091 22 2151 Direct Line: (01509) 22 2 Fax: (01509) 610361 
APPENDIX7 
STUDENT CRIME VICfiMISATION SURVEY 
SECOND PHASE- INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE 
The interview relates to crimes that you have experienced during the survey period 
which is 1st llliUUITJ 1994 to 31st ftnUUITJ 1995. It specifically related to crimes 
either committed on campus or in Loughborough but the final section will ask you 
to comment about crime generally. 
1. Have you been a victim of theft (not robbery) on campus? 
2. If yes: 
(i) how many times? 
(ii) where did the offences occur? 
(ill) what was stolen? 
(iv) what was the value(s)? 
3. If yes, was any of the property recovered? 
4. If yes, please describe circumstances 
1 
yes [1] 
no [2] 
[1] 
[2] 
[3] 
(4] 
yes [1] 
no [2] 
5. Was any of the property covered by insurance? yes [1] 
no [2] 
6. If yes, please give details 
7. Was any of the property marked by security marking 
systems? yes [1] 
no [2] 
8. If yes, which type? 
9. If no, why not? 
10. Did you report any of the incidents above to: 
Security staff [1] 
Police [2] 
University staff [3] 
Other (specify) [4] 
11. If yes, which incident(s)? 
12. If no, or if not all of them, why not? 
2 
13. What factors do you think contributed to the offence(s) taking place? 
(e.g. outer doors not locked, poor lighting, lack of security presence) 
14. Have you had any property belonging to you vandalised? 
15. U yes, please give following details: 
(i) property vandalised (description plus number of times) 
(ii) location 
(iii) value of damage caused 
(iv) was it covered by insurance? 
16. If yes, did you report any of the incidents to: 
3 
Security staff 
Police 
University staff 
Other 
yes [1] 
no [2] 
yes [1] 
no [2] 
[1] 
[2] 
[3] 
[4] 
17. If yes, which incidents? 
18. If no, or if not all, why not? 
19. What factors do you think contributed to the offence(s) taking place? 
20. Have you been offered drugs on campus? yes [1] 
no [2] 
21. If yes, about how many times? 
22. If yes, where did these events take place? 
23. If yes, what were you offered 
(e.g. cannabis, crack, speed, marijuana, LSD, ecstasy, heroin, didn't know) 
4 
24. Did you buy? yes [1] 
no [2] 
25. Was the person(s) offering drugs for sale: 
another LUT student [1] 
someone from off campus [2] 
don't know [3] 
rather not say [4] 
26. Have you been robbed, assaulted, or threatened with assault? 
(includes sexual assault) 
27. If yes, please give the following details: 
(i) nature of the incident(s) 
(ii) location(s) 
(ill) details of offender 
(iv) where you alone or in a group (of how many)? 
(v) was the offender alone or in a group (of how many)? 
5 
yes [1] 
no [2] 
(vi) did you raise an alarm? 
( vii) if not, why not? 
(viii) did you sustain any injury? 
(ix) did you receive any medical treatment 
28. If you were the victim of an assault, did you report it to: 
29. If no, or if not all, why not? 
Security staff 
Police 
University staff 
Other (specify) 
yes [1] 
no [2] 
yes [1] 
no [2] 
yes [1] 
no [2] 
[1] 
[2] 
[3] 
[4] 
30. What factors do you think contributed to the offence(s) taking place? 
6 
31. Have you been the victim of any crime(s) not mentioned above? If so please 
give details. 
32. Have you been the victim of sexual harassment? yes [1] 
no [2] 
33. Have you been the victim of racial harassment? yes [1] 
no [2] 
34. If yes, please give details covering: 
(i) nature of incident(s) 
(ii) number of incidents 
(ill) details of offender 
(iv) location(s) 
7 
35. Did you report any of the above incidents? yes [1] 
no [2] 
36. If yes, did you report to: 
Security staff [1] 
Police [2] 
Sexual Harassment Officer [3] 
Other [4] 
37. If you reported to the University Sexual Harassment Officer, 
with regard to the service provided do you think: 
(i) that enough interest was shown yes [1] 
no [2] 
(ii) that you were dealt with reasonably quickly yes [1] 
no [2] 
(iii) that enough effort was shown yes [1] 
no [2] 
(iv) were you satisfied with the service provided yes [1] 
no [2] 
(v) would you like to add anything about the University's Sexual 
Harassment service or policy? 
38. If you did not report any or all of the incidents mentioned above, why not? 
8 
39. We would like your comments about safety on campus and in Loughborough. 
On campus, which are the worst areas for safety/security and why? 
On campus, which are the best areas for safety/security and why? 
In Loughborough, which are the worst areas for safety/security and why? 
9 
In Loughborough, which are the best areas for safety I security and why? 
40. What would you like to see done to improve safety I security: 
On campus: 
In Loughborough 
10 
41. In relation to your experiences of crime generally, i.e. on campus, in 
Loughborough and at home, do you think that being a student makes you 
more likely to be a crime victim than someone of the same age who 
is not a student [1] 
less likely [2] 
about the same [3] 
42. Why do you think this? 
43. Finally, we would like your comments about the service provided by the 
police. 
(i) U you have been the victim of a crime and reported 
it to the police, did you receive any face-to-face contact? 
(ii) If no, do you think that there should have been some? 
(ill) Were you satisfied with the service provided by the 
police? 
\,_"Please explain why 
11 
yes [1] 
no (2] 
yes [1] 
no [2] 
yes [1] 
no (2] 
44. If you were a victim of crime but did not report some offences 
to the police, could you please explain why. 
45. Do you have any other comments that you would like to make in respect of 
crime on campus, in Loughborough, about the security and police service or 
any other aspect of crime which is of concern to you? 
THANKYOU 
-
12 
APPENDIX8 
Loughborough University of Technology 
Centre for Hazard & Risk Management 
University of Technology, Loughborough, Leicestl'rshire LE11 3TU 
May 1995 
Dear Student, 
STUDENT CRDm SURVEY 
·. 
You may remember that last term you 
victimisation survey and kindly 
questionnaire. 
took part in a student crime 
completed and returned a 
At the time the covering letter explained that the second phase 
of the survey consisted of a small random sample of respondents 
being selected for a follow-up interview. The purpose of the 
interview is to determine views and experiences of crime and to 
provide an opportunity to comment about security measures 
generally. 
I am very pleased to say that you have been selected for this 
interview stage!! 
We would like to arrange a time which is convenient for you to 
take part in this interview which will probably take around 30 
minutes to complete. Your participation will be much appreciated 
and any information that you provide will be treated in the 
strictest confidence. 
In order to fix a convenient time could you please telephone my 
secretary ( Pam Redfern ) on Extension 2151 or alternatively call 
into the departmental reception office anytime between 0845-1215 
and 1345-1700 hours ( we are located in Car Park No.5 which is 
just beyond Admin. 1 ). 
I do hope that you will be able to take part in this survey and 
we should at least be able to offer you a cup of coffee for your 
trouble! 
If you have any queries regarding this survey please feel free 
to ring me on Extension 2165. 
Yours sincerely, 
/' .... ~ ... '\ 
/~VL~ 
( Chris J. Horne ) 
Lecturer 
Dirt>cll irw: 10 J)()()\ ..!..! ..!. F, 1' : :0 1 i w h f> 1 0 ~ h 1 
APPENDIX9 
Loughborough University of Technology 
Centre for Hazard & Risk Management 
l)ni\ t•r ... ity of Technology, LtJU~hhnrough, Lt'iCt·~tPr-.. ilirt.-• LE 1 1 1 TL; 
~') 
5 )dy, 1995 
Dear Warden, 
STUDENT CRIME VICTIMISATION SURVEY 
....----_ -=~§'~ 
-- ----- ... 
--- - -···· --
.:.. -·· .... 
. - -··--
:::;;;;:;;;;,. -- -·---~· __ ,_ :::.-• -- .. ~..,.. ... ... . .._ ,.,,. .. 
- ...::; - .. ~~~ ... @"":'"""~­
=.+ 
Earlier this year we commenced a survey of the level of student crime victimisation. The 
survey comprises the distribution of questionnaires to all second year students and the 
second phase, which is now underway, involves interviewing a random sample of 
respondents. 
A number of students in your Hall have been selected for follow-up interviews. Their names 
are on the attached list. We have written to them to ask them to contact us but as yet we 
have had no response. A copy of the letter sent is attached, as is the covering letter from the 
Vice-Chancellor and the President of the Student's Union supporting the project. 
Could I enlist your help in arranging for the people concerned to at least make contact with 
us on extension 2151? Our experience to date is that once contact is established then we can 
usually arrange the interview, which only takes about 30 minutes, but obviously we need to 
know whether the particular student is going to participate. 
Perhaps you could arrange for this to be brought to their attention fairly quickly so that we 
can complete the project before the end of term. 
Your help is much appreciated. If you would like more information then please don't hesitate 
to give me a call on extension 2165. 
Yours sincerely, 
( Chris J. Home } 
Lecturer 
Tt'lephone: l01'309J ::!~2151 Direct Line: r_Ol )09) 2~ 2 
APPENDIXlO 
DATA INTERPRETATION 
From time to time respondents chose to write a text description of the number of 
incidents that they had experienced rather than provide a numerical estimate. To 
facilitate coding and analysis these have been interpreted to mean the following 
quantities as shown below. This has been a conservative interpretation which is likely 
to undercount the actual number of incidents. 
Text Description 
Occasionally 
Loads 
All the time 
A tick 
Numerous 
Several 
Many times 
Lots 
Not much 
Fair amount 
Of course 
A few 
Yes 
Infinity sign 
Countless 
Sometimes 
Hundreds 
Plenty of times 
Value assigned 
3 
5 
5 
I 
5 
3 
5 
5 
3 
4 
I 
3 
1 
100 (only 1 instance) 
5 
2 
100 
5 
APPENDIXll 
LIGHT METER TEST RESULTS 
Between 1800 and 1830 hours on 14 January 1997 light meter tests were carried out 
on University premises at the locations shown below. The weather was dry and clear 
and reflected light was recorded in lux. 
Location 
Admin. 1 Car Park 
Library car Park (lower level) 
Path from Library to Adrnin.2 
·Outside Lloyds bank (at ATM) 
Cayley Hall car park 
Path from playing field to Union 
Union Car park 
Outside Barclays & Midland bank (at ATM)-
CarPark9 
Pathway from A VS to James France 
(across field) 
Lux level 
6-7 
2-3 
1-2 
4-6 
2-3 
1-2 
2-3 
2-3 
2-3 
2 
This shows that light levels in the areas most likely to be used by students are very 
low. Lux levels below 5 are considered to be too low for effective colour CCTV 
surveillance, although some cameras can operate at low light levels. 
By comparison, town centres are typically from 6-20 lux1. 
1 From experience gained as consultant on Town Centre CCfV schemes. 
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